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ABSTRACT
Perceived supervisor support and particularly emotional support possess conceptual
overlap with stereotypes of femininity. The present study extends understanding of perceived
supervisor support by applying the agency and communality framework of gender stereotypes
and role congruity theory. This study employed a vignette research design to examine differential
ratings of male and female supervisors who were depicted engaging in (a) no support, (b)
instrumental support, (c) emotional support, or (d) instrumental and emotional support. Results
suggest that supportive supervision is indeed viewed as feminine in nature. Further, findings
suggest that female supervisors engaging in emotional support behaviors are preferred over
equivalently supportive male supervisors. Implications and directions for future research are
discussed.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Over the past century, American women have made great strides in the workplace.
Responding to the impetus of wars and economic hardship, women began to enter the workforce,
filtering into more and more varied industries and professions (Kossoudji & Dresser, 1992).
Though the progress was slow, the Civil Rights Act of 1964 legally prohibited employment
discrimination on the basis of sex, opening more doors for working women. Between 1970 and
2009, the percentage of jobs held by women increased from 37% to 48% (Barsh & Yee, 2011).
Additionally, the types of jobs held by women continued to shift over time with women entering
different economic sectors and taking on more skilled positions. In fact, in 2010, 58% of the
undergraduate degrees awarded in the United States were earned by women (Barsh & Yee,
2011). Despite significant improvements, women’s progress within the workforce has met
numerous obstacles, leading Cortina and colleagues (2013) to conclude that gender “disparities
persist in virtually every sector of the workforce, from the military to the government to the
Fortune 500” (p. 1581).
Although women now make up over half of new hires, only about 37% of workers who
are promoted from individual contributor roles into managerial positions are female (Barsh &
Yee, 2011). The representation of women continues to shrink when moving up the corporate
ladder, with fewer than 25% of senior leadership roles globally held by women (Barsh & Yee,
2011; Spencer et al., 2019). Roughly one third of businesses worldwide have no women in senior
leadership positions and only 6% of Fortune 500 CEOs in the United States are women (Spencer
et al., 2019).
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In 2003, Wellington, Kropf, and Gerkovich surveyed 120 primarily male CEOs and 705
female executives from Fortune 1000 companies; the majority endorsed the belief that
stereotypes regarding women’s roles and abilities act as a major barrier to women’s professional
advancement. This opinion, however, is not limited to the executives. Rather, researchers from a
wide variety of disciplines have affirmed that stereotypes about women play a major role in
determining workplace opportunities and outcomes. Forced to balance conflicting stereotypes,
female leaders regularly receive fewer rewards for success and face greater castigation for
failures (Johnson et al., 2008; Lopez & Ensari, 2014; Mohr & Wolfram, 2008; Wolfram & Mohr,
2010).
Despite many decades of dedicated research and undeniable social progress, gender
stereotypes remain pervasive. Most relevant for this thesis, a robust stream of research
demonstrates how stereotypes impact women in the workplace, especially in leadership positions
(Eagly & Karau, 2002; Heilman et al., 1989; Powell & Butterfield, 1979; Powell et al., 2002;
Schein, 1973; Schein, 1975; Schein, 2001). Despite this rich history of findings, researchers have
neglected the intersection of gender stereotypes and perceived supervisor support (PSS). PSS, or
the extent to which individuals feel that their supervisors value their efforts and care about their
needs and well-being, is a critical variable in understanding how workplace leaders are viewed
by their subordinates (Paustian-Underdahl et al., 2017). Further, supervisor support is linked with
subordinates’ performance, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment (Munc et al., 2017;
Shanock & Eisenberger, 2006). Because past research has demonstrated important differences in
perceptions of male and female leaders and because PSS is a critical variable in understanding
perceptions of leaders, this thesis aims to examine the intersection of gender and perceived
2

supervisor support. Through a vignette design, the goal of this thesis is to examine differential
valuation of identical PSS behaviors on the basis of supervisor gender, rater gender, and facet of
PSS exhibited.
This study addresses an important theoretical gap. Because perceived supervisor support
has been the focus of a great deal of research and is recognized as significantly impacting
employees’ well-being and workplace success (Ng & Sorensen, 2008), the lack of information
about gender’s role in perceptions of support is a deficiency. This is especially relevant as
supportive behaviors share a clear conceptual linkage with traditional understandings of
femininity. This gap has been identified in calls for future research, but has not yet been
experimentally addressed (Ng & Sorensen, 2008; Paustian-Underdahl et al., 2013). By
examining how male and female leaders may be perceived differently when engaging in
supportive behaviors, the current study seeks to unite research on supervisor support with
research on gender stereotypes, benefiting both fields. If, as anticipated, supportive supervision
from female leaders is more expected and less recognized, this significantly improves
understanding of both PSS and the barriers faced by female leaders. Further, this study could
help to elucidate contention in the literature surrounding the effect of gender match on
supervisor-subordinate relationships and has the potential to contribute to research demonstrating
that men tend to undervalue the workplace contributions of women. Finally, this study’s highly
replicable design could serve to inspire future researchers to consider the role of gender in other
important organizational constructs.
In what follows, I will provide a brief introduction to stereotypes and their nature. Next, I
will cover the prevailing understanding of gender stereotypes, employing the popular agency and
3

communion dichotomy, before focusing in on how gender stereotypes and role congruity theory
apply to the workplace. This will include highlights from other gender-based streams of
workplace research, namely organizational citizenship behavior, workplace mistreatment, and
leader-member exchange. These specific fields have been chosen for the way in which they can
inform thinking on the intersection of gender and perceived supervisor support. The paper
proceeds to summarize the rich history of research into gender and leadership before progressing
into information on perceived supervisor support. A summation will then link the literature
review to the present study’s hypotheses and methodology.

Stereotypes
Stereotypes are cognitive shortcuts that involve classifying people on the basis of their
membership in an observable category and using this classification to assign traits and
characteristics to them (Embry et al., 2008). Stereotyping can be understood as a method for
more easily interpreting and understanding stimuli; in this way, it can save people time and
cognitive effort (Embry et al., 2008; Powell et al., 2002). When faced with incoming stimuli and
information, it is convenient to access and utilize previously-acquired conclusions rather than
encoding and interpreting the incoming information on its own merits (Powell et al., 2002).
However, this is not to say that stereotyping is necessarily adaptive or advantageous.
Stereotypes, by definition, are an oversimplification. They distill social categories and assign the
same traits to all members. As such, they often lead to misinterpretations and can serve to limit
understanding rather than enhance it.
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In addition to the convenience afforded by the use of stereotypes, stereotyping can be
utilized to justify aspects of the sociocultural environment (Powell et al., 2002). For example, if
an individual reads that the median annual earnings of Hispanic/Latina women are 54% as much
as white men’s annual earnings (Hartmann et al., 2019), they may seek to justify this inequality
by employing stereotypes based upon gender, ethnicity, or both. In a similar vein, stereotypes
may be used to justify and reinforce the assignment of social roles (Powell et al., 2002). Perhaps,
the individual decides that it is okay for women to earn less money than men because the social
role associated with women is more focused on raising children than on earning potential. If the
individual deploys the stereotype that women are more caring or nurturing than men, they may
be able to justify the assignment of this social role as well as the wage gap.
In essence, social roles encapsulate all of the “socially shared expectations,” or
stereotypes, associated with a specific group (Eagly & Karau, 2002; p. 574). In addition to the
stereotypes, which typically focus on qualities or characteristics, roles also include norms (Eagly
& Karau, 2002). While informed by stereotypes, norms focus on behaviors rather than traits.
Thus, descriptive norms are expectations about what members of a group do or how members of
a group behave (Eagly & Karau, 2002; Haines & Stroessner, 2019). Injunctive norms, on the
other hand, are more focused on what members of a group should do or how they should behave
(Eagly & Karau, 2002). These injunctive norms are important to understand because they
incorporate a sense of moral rectitude and social order (Haines & Stroessner, 2019). Whereas
violation of a descriptive norm may surprise an individual, violation of an injunctive norm is
likely to upset the individual. Drawing on the example above, a descriptive norm would be the
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view that women engage in more nurturing behavior than men. The expectation that a woman
should serve as a caregiver to others would be an example of an injunctive norm.

Gender Stereotypes
One of the most popular streams of research into stereotyping focuses on gender
stereotypes. This topic bridges diverse research fields including social psychology, biology,
sociology, and industrial and organizational psychology, among others. Past studies have
primarily focused on identifying and understanding the content of gender-based stereotypes,
researching how they have evolved over time, and examining how they affect men and women in
different arenas of life. Throughout disparate streams of research, one of the main unifying
themes has been the utilization of the agency and communion dichotomy.
First introduced by Bakan (1966), agency and communality provide a basic framework
for understanding the content of gender stereotypes. Bakan (1966) explained agency and
communion as two fundamental drives of humanity. In essence, agency and agentic traits are
more associated with masculinity; they relate to the motivation to seek power and control others
(Bakan, 1966). They can be understood as encompassing a more assertive, ambitious, dominant,
and independent set of characteristics (Eagly & Karau, 2002). Communion, or communality, on
the other hand, encompasses traits that are primarily concerned with the welfare of others and
forming social relationships (Bakan, 1966; Eagly & Karau, 2002). More strongly associated with
women and femininity, communal characteristics include nurturing, affectionate, supportive,
gentle, and helpful (Eagly & Karau, 2002). In sum, the agency and communality framework
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provides a helpful shorthand for explaining the sets of traits most commonly associated with men
and women and has been heavily utilized throughout research into gender stereotypes.
Importantly, past research has supported the relevance of the agency and communion
dichotomy. Many decades of studies have confirmed the usefulness of agency and communality
in understanding how men and women view themselves and one another (Eagly & Sczesny,
2019; Heilman, 1983; Powell & Butterfield, 1979; Powell et al., 2002). Recent research
demonstrates that agency and communality continue to serve as a useful framework, but also
explicates how the content of gender stereotypes has changed over time (Hentschel et al., 2019).
Specifically, while men and women alike view women as generally more communal than men,
views of agency are more complex (Hentschel et al., 2019). Men consider women to be less
agentic than men; women, however, view women as less assertive than men, but relatively equal
on other facets of agency (Hentschel et al., 2019). This finding is supported by earlier research
that suggested that people view women as becoming more agentic over time, but changes in
men’s stereotypes are subtler or non-existent (Diekman & Eagly, 2000; Eagly & Wood, 2013).
Eagly’s (1987) social role theory grew out of the agency and communion framework. In
essence, social role theory originated in order to explain the behavior of men and women in light
of gender-relevant stereotypes, ideologies, and attitudes (Eagly & Sczesny, 2019). Social role
theory rests on the foundation that men are expected to behave in more agentic ways while
women are expected to behave more communally. In essence, agency and communion can be
viewed as both descriptive and injunctive norms (Eagly & Karau, 2002). People believe that men
are more agentic and women are more communal. And, importantly, people want men to behave
agentically and women to behave communally. When individuals violate the expectations
7

associated with their gender role, Eagly argues others will evaluate them negatively (Eagly &
Karau, 2002).
Role congruity theory, in turn, developed to take social role theory one step further
(Eagly & Karau, 2002). Whereas social role theory tends to focus on the specific social roles
associated with the genders, role congruity theory also considers the roles associated with other
social categories and examines the impacts of congruity and incongruity between the multiple
roles a single individual can occupy. Further, role congruity theory is useful in that it provides a
more complete and complex framework than other relevant theories. For example, the stereotype
content model is similar in that it emphasizes attributes commonly ascribed to different social
groups, regardless of whether those social groups are defined by gender, race/ethnicity, or other
categories (Stempel & Rigotti, 2018). Similarly, it relies on the framework provided by agency
and communality (Stempel & Rigotti, 2018). Likewise, the expectations state theory relates to
role congruity theory in its focus on the social status associated with various roles (Stempel &
Rigotti, 2018). Importantly, though, role congruity theory integrates these theories by
considering social roles, social groups, status, and the impacts associated with meeting or
violating expectations (Stempel & Rigotti, 2018). In essence, role congruity theory provides a
system for examining stereotypes related to gender and various social roles as well as the degree
of overlap between them; it posits that individuals and their behavior are evaluated more
positively when there is congruity between the various roles they occupy (Diekman, 2007).
Thus, while social role theory primarily focuses on the roles associated with gender, role
congruity theory serves to elucidate the specific behavioral expectations associated with other
social roles. For example, past research has indicated that mothers are viewed as prototypical
8

exemplars of the feminine stereotype; in other words, compared to women in general, mothers
are expected to be especially high in warmth and communal traits, but low in competence and
agentic traits (Benard et al., 2008). This stereotype aligns poorly with what employers are
typically seeking in employees and the resulting incongruity has been suggested as one cause of
the motherhood wage penalty, a phenomenon in which mothers are paid approximately 5% less
per child than other childless women (Benard et al., 2008). Conversely, termed the fatherhood
wage premium, fathers tend to earn more money than childless men (Glauber, 2008). This effect
can also be explained, in part, by stereotypes; compared to men in general, fathers are seen as
gaining in warmth without losing competence (Benard et al., 2008). In fact, past research has
indicated that while mothers are perceived as less committed to their jobs than childless women,
fathers are perceived as more committed to work than childless men (Benard et al., 2008; Correll
et al., 2007).
Researchers have also suggested that the motherhood wage penalty and the fatherhood
wage premium may relate to injunctive norms. For example, as suggested above, employers may
penalize mothers due to the belief that their primary focus is their children and, thus, they are
less committed to their work. However, it is also possible that mothers are discriminated against
in the workplace because societal norms suggest that mothers should be full-time, at-home
caregivers (Benard et al., 2008; Haines & Stroessner, 2019). This theoretical explanation is
supported by past research that finds individuals view working mothers in a more negative light
than stay-at-home mothers, specifically considering them to be more selfish (Brescoll &
Uhlmann, 2005). Thus, their very presence in the workplace violates the injunctive norms
associated with motherhood (Haines & Stroessner, 2019). And, according to role congruity
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theory, they are likely to be more negatively evaluated by those around them due to the
incongruity between the mother role and the employee role. Importantly, these gender norms do
not exclusively disadvantage women. Full-time, stay-at-home parenting is clearly associated with
women; as a result of role incongruity, stay-at-home fathers are perceived more negatively and
considered undeserving of respect (Brescoll & Uhlmann, 2005). In fact, Brescoll and Uhlmann’s
(2005) research revealed that stay-at-home fathers were viewed as worse parents than stay-athome mothers, working mothers, or working fathers.
Returning to the fatherhood wage premium, fathers may be rewarded at work with higher
pay because fathers are stereotypically expected to serve as ‘breadwinners’ (Benard et al., 2008).
Not only are the father role and the worker role not in conflict as they are for mothers,
researchers have actually suggested that these roles are viewed as a ‘package deal,’ wherein men
must be successful employees in order to be viewed as successful fathers (Correll et al., 2007).
This explanation is also supported by the negative evaluations of stay-at-home fathers found by
Brescoll & Uhlmann (2005). Thus, while working mothers are punished for the incongruity
between their roles, a man’s role in the workplace aligns with expectations regarding fathers and
this congruence results in higher evaluations and, as a result, pay (Correll et al., 2007; Glauber,
2008; Haines & Stroessner, 2019).

Gender in the Workplace
In addition to the stereotypical norms associated with the roles of motherhood and
fatherhood, the framework of role congruity theory has been applied to a wide range of
professions and more generalized workplace behaviors. This thesis focuses on gender’s effect on
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perceptions of PSS; however, because there is a lack of research on that topic, understanding
other lines of research that examine gender’s impact in the workplace are informative. Thus, this
section focuses on gender-typed professions and gender’s impact on broad constructs such as
organizational citizenship behavior and workplace mistreatment before turning to research on
gender and leadership in the following section.
Just as motherhood and fatherhood are associated with specific stereotypes and norms,
research demonstrates that many professions can also be understood through the framework of
role congruity theory. Overall, male-typed occupations tend to be those that emphasize agentic
traits while female-typed occupations tend to be those that are primarily concerned with
interpersonal relations and caregiving or those that otherwise provide service to others. For
example, engineer, carpenter, automobile mechanic, entrepreneur, coach, financial advisor, and
electrician have all been demonstrated to be male-typed jobs (Allen & Rush, 2001; Brescoll et
al., 2012; Heilman & Wallen, 2010; Davison & Burke, 2000; Diekman, 2007; Eagly et al., 1992;
Ehrhart et al., 2005). Conversely, nurse, secretary, social worker, human resources professional,
elementary school teacher, librarian, child psychologist and dietician are examples of
traditionally female-typed positions (Brescoll et al., 2012; Davison & Burke, 2000; Diekman,
2007; Ehrhart et al., 2005; Williams, 1992). Meta-analytic findings have shown that male and
female applicants receive less positive evaluations when being considered for an occupation
associated with the opposite gender (Davison & Burke, 2000). If an individual overcomes these
odds and attains a position associated with the opposite gender, they face backlash. Much like
stay-at-home fathers, men in female-typed positions are viewed as ineffectual and undeserving of
respect (Heilman & Wallen, 2010; Moss-Racusin & Johnson, 2016). Women in agentic positions
11

are rated as more interpersonally hostile, “cold, manipulative, abrasive, pushy, and selfish” than
gender-conforming women (Heilman & Wallen, 2010, p. 664). As will be discussed later,
leadership positions are stereotypically associated with men, thus disadvantaging female leaders
in the workplace.
Organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs) can be understood as voluntary actions
undertaken by an employee that, while not part of their formal job description or duties,
contribute positively to the functioning and effectiveness of the organization (Ehrhart &
Godfrey, 2003; Heilman & Chen, 2005). Though they are not considered to be a part of in-role
performance, OCBs have been repeatedly linked to more positive performance evaluations and
other workplace outcomes (Allen & Rush, 2001; Heilman & Chen, 2005; Lovell et al., 1999).
Altruism, or helping behavior, is one facet of OCB; it can be understood as going out of one’s
way to help others in the workplace with organizationally-relevant tasks and duties (Ehrhart &
Godfrey, 2003). Multiple studies have demonstrated that OCB, and the altruism facet
specifically, are more expected of women in the workplace than men (Allen & Rush, 2001;
Ehrhart and Godfrey, 2003; Heilman & Chen, 2005). Likely due to this expectation, women
receive less credit for practicing OCB and are less tolerated for failing to engage in OCB
(Heilman & Chen, 2005; Lovell et al., 1999). These findings inform expectations that perceived
supervisor support, conceptually similar to OCB, will not only be more expected of female
supervisors, but also that female supervisors will be less rewarded for such behaviors as a result
of the expectation.
Workplace mistreatment is another area of research that has benefited by examining the
role of gender. Abusive supervision is a form of workplace aggression defined as supervisors
12

engaging in sustained, hostile verbal and nonverbal behavior (Park et al., 2018; Zhou &
Marchand, 2018). While they found no significant difference in the amount of abusive
supervision conducted by males and females, Stempel and Rigotti (2018) found that abusive
supervision was more strongly linked with subordinates’ somatic stress and emotional
exhaustion when conducted by male supervisors. They employed the role congruity model in
explaining their findings; they suggested that, because men are a higher-status group and
considered more legitimate and influential in leadership roles, subordinates are more strongly
impacted by their negative behavior (Stempel & Rigotti, 2018). This proposition has been
supported in the supervisor incivility literature. Incivility, defined as low-intensity rude or
condescending behavior that violates workplace mores regarding respect, leads to more severe
adverse outcomes when committed by higher-power individuals (Cortina et al. 2001; Hershcovis
et al., 2017). Further, men are more likely to perpetrate workplace incivility, while women are
more frequently the victims (Cortina et al., 2001; Gallus et al., 2014). In toto, this research lends
credence to the idea that organizational influence is far more complicated than can be captured
by organizational charts. Rather, men and women in identical roles may be viewed very
differently in terms of hegemonic power. Just as a male supervisor engaging in mistreatment has
more severe repercussions, a male supervisor engaging in supportive behaviors may have greater
benefits.

Gender and Leadership
Researchers have long been interested in examining how gender relates to leadership.
This line of questioning has taken two basic routes. The first searches for actual sex- or gender-
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based differences in leadership enactment, while the second has examined the effects of gender
stereotypes on leadership perceptions.
This first stream of research, examining actual differences in leadership styles or efficacy
between genders, has a long albeit contentious history. In a seminal study, Megargee (1969)
examined leader emergence in same-sex and mixed-sex dyads working together on a genderneutral task. He found that, in same-sex dyads, the participant higher in dominance emerged as
the leader 69% of the time (Megargee, 1969). When dyads consisted of one man and one
woman, the pattern shifted. A dominant male paired with a less dominant female would emerge
as leader 88% of the time whereas a dominant female paired with a less dominant male emerged
as leader only 25% of the time (Megargee, 1969). In a replication and extension of Megargee’s
work, Carbonell (1984) found that women were slightly more likely to emerge as leaders when
the dyads were assigned a stereotypically feminine task as compared to a gender-neutral or
masculine task. However, even when assigned a feminine task, men were still more likely to
emerge as leaders (Carbonell, 1984). So, while trait dominance appeared to predict leader
emergence, the interaction of dominance and gender predicted far greater variance (Carbonell,
1984; Megargee, 1969).
Nearly three decades later, Kent and Moss (1994) sought to update thinking on the
impact of sex and gender roles on perceived leader emergence in groups. With women taking on
more and more leadership roles in the working world, researchers naturally expected that the
effect of sex on leader emergence would have lessened over time. Interestingly, Kent and Moss
(1994) found no significant correlation between sex and leader emergence. In fact, when they
statistically controlled for the percentage of women in each group, women were actually slightly
14

more likely to be perceived as leaders than men (Kent & Moss, 1994). This result is supported by
meta-analytic findings that identified no effect of leader gender on initiating structure,
consideration, or subordinates’ satisfaction (Dobbins & Platz, 1986).
Despite null findings for sex, however, Kent and Moss (1994) concluded that gender role
was a significant predictor of leader emergence, accounting for 10.1% of variance. Specifically,
masculine and androgynous (i.e., high in both masculine and feminine traits) participants were
more likely to emerge as leaders than feminine or undifferentiated (i.e., low in both masculine
and feminine traits) participants (Kent & Moss, 1994). In this way, their findings provided an
important update to the preceding thirty years’ of research, while still essentially aligning with
previous conclusions: regardless of biological sex, masculinity is associated with leadership
(Kent & Moss, 1994). Dobbins and Platz (1986) similarly supported this conclusion with their
finding that, despite a lack of actual differences in leadership enactment between genders, male
leaders were still rated as more effective in lab studies.
Conversely, some researchers have suggested the existence of a feminine advantage in
leadership. The feminine advantage refers to the idea that women are predisposed toward a
leadership style that is especially effective in modern organizations (Rosette & Tost, 2010). This
stems from the view that the nature of managerial work has changed in recent decades and that
contemporary leadership practice emphasizes the more communal behavior of collaborative
coaching rather than agentic, authoritarian supervision (Eagly & Carli, 2003; Eagly et al., 2003).
Indeed, some research has suggested that female leaders exhibit a more supportive and
democratic leadership style (Eagly & Carli, 2003; Eagly et al., 2003; Paustian-Underdahl et al.,
2013). Additionally, meta-analytic findings have suggested that, when considering other-ratings,
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female leaders are seen as more effective than men; conversely, male leaders tend to rate
themselves as more effective than female leaders rate themselves (Paustian-Underdahl et al.,
2014).
However, it is worth noting certain limitations of the findings described above. Many of
the differences reported were based on small effect sizes or results that only held under specific
circumstances (Eagly & Carli, 2003; Eagly et al., 2003; Paustian-Underdahl et al., 2014; Rosette
& Tost, 2010). For example, Rosette and Tost (2010) found evidence for a feminine advantage
only at top levels of leadership and when the woman’s success was attributed internally;
conversely, Paustian-Underdahl, Walker, and Woehr (2014) found meta-analytic evidence of a
feminine advantage at mid-level management, but not at lower- or upper-levels. The feminine
advantage also seems to disappear in masculine industries, male-dominated organizations, or
when those rating the leader are primarily male (Eagly & Carli, 2003; Paustian-Underdahl et al.,
2014). Further, as noted by Paustian-Underdahl and colleagues (2013), findings that female
leaders are viewed as more supportive could be attributable either to actual differences in
women’s behavior or to gender stereotypes causing participants to expect women to be more
supportive (Paustian-Underdahl et al., 2013).
In sum, findings in regards to actual gender-based differences in leadership have been
contentious. Overall, this line of research suggests that women may outperform men in certain
aspects of leadership enactment at particular leadership tiers and within specific organizations
(Paustian-Underdahl et al., 2014; Rosette & Tost, 2010). However, due to gender roles,
differences in leader emergence, and institutional barriers, women are less likely to reach the
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echelons of leadership roles where communal traits would advantage them (Barsh & Yee, 2011;
Eagly, 2007; Eagly & Carli, 2003; Kent & Moss, 1994; Spencer et al., 2019).
The second stream, and the more relevant to the present research, focuses on genderbased stereotypes and their impacts on perceptions of leaders. This stream has been marked by
significantly less contention. As previously explained, men and women who hold occupations
incongruent with their gender stereotypes face backlash. Specifically, men in female-typed roles
are generally afforded less respect and seen as ineffectual or incompetent (Brescoll & Uhlmann,
2005; Heilman & Wallen, 2010). Women in male-typed jobs, by contrast, are viewed as less
likeable and more interpersonally aggressive (Heilman & Wallen, 2010). Past research has even
demonstrated that the repercussions faced by these gender non-conforming individuals may
extend to their subordinates. Brescoll, Uhlmann, Moss-Racusin, and Sarnell (2012) found that
male subordinates of gender-deviant supervisors (i.e., male human resources supervisors and
female construction site supervisors) were awarded lower status and salary recommendations
than other comparable men or women. Importantly, Brescoll and colleagues (2012) demonstrated
that this relationship was fully mediated by a perceived loss of masculinity. When the male
subordinate’s masculinity was affirmed by sharing that he enjoyed “watching football, eating
steak and ribs, and driving fast cars,” he made gains in status and salary recommendations
(Brescoll et al., 2012, p. 356). In explaining the significant effects for male subordinates but not
female subordinates, the researchers explained that masculine norms dictate that men should
“avoid subordinating themselves to others - and, if they do, it should at least be to a deserving
person” (Brescoll et al., 2012, p. 354-5).
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This conclusion gets at the heart of the relationship between gender and leadership.
Female stereotypes and communal traits, with their orientation toward service and helping
others, align theoretically with subordinate roles. Gender stereotype researchers have
demonstrated again and again that the leadership role is more closely associated with masculinity
and agentic traits than it is with femininity and communal traits. Just as women occupying other
masculine roles, like financial advisor or working parent, have been shown to face backlash,
female leaders are also disadvantaged (Eagly & Karau, 2002).
In 1979, Powell and Butterfield observed that the number of women holding managerial
roles in the United States was at an all-time high; as a result, they hypothesized that the ideal
manager would be described in androgynous terms, mixing traditionally masculine and feminine
traits. In what they termed a “resounding rejection of the hypothesis,” over 65% of their sample
described an ideal manager in starkly masculine terms (Powell & Butterfield, 1979). In fact,
compared to descriptions participants provided of themselves, ideal managers were rated as more
masculine and less feminine than all subsets (i.e., male, female, undergraduate, and graduate
students) of participants (Powell & Butterfield, 1979). The researchers replicated the study in
1989 and 2002 (Powell, Butterfield, & Parent, 2002). Overall, they found that stereotypes
changed slightly over time, with the masculine description of successful managers decreasing
(Powell et al., 2002). In spite of this shift, male and female participants alike continued to
describe a good manager as more masculine than feminine (Powell et al., 2002).
Dovetailing results were being reported concurrently by Schein (1973). In her seminal
study, Schein (1973) asked 300 male managers to describe successful middle managers, men in
general, or women in general using a list of 92 traits and attitudes. Her results demonstrated
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significant overlap between the profiles created to describe managers and men in general, leading
to the development of her “think manager - think male” paradigm (Schein, 1973).
Unsurprisingly, the few traits on which managers and women in general were considered more
similar demonstrate clear overlap with the communal stereotype: understanding, helpful, aware
of others’ feelings, etc. (Schein, 1973).
More than a decade later, a replication using a similar sample demonstrated the findings
were largely stable over time (Heilman et al., 1989). The authors further extended the work by
including additional categories to be described (e.g., male managers, successful male managers,
female managers, and successful female managers; Heilman et al., 1989). Their results
demonstrated that even when depicted as managers, women were still perceived to lack many
attributes considered common in managers (Heilman et al., 1989). Only when specifically
described as ‘successful female managers,’ did the perceived differences between managers and
women begin to subside (Heilman et al., 1989). Overall, “the items that were rated as being more
descriptive of men in general and successful middle managers in 1973 [were] virtually identical
to the items” that fell into this category in 1989 (Heilman et al., 1989, p. 938).
Because Schein’s (1973) original study and Heilman and colleagues’ (1989) extension
employed samples of male middle managers, other replication studies sought to examine the
generalizability of these findings. An early replication demonstrated that the results were highly
consistent when female managers were sampled (Schein, 1975). Other replications showed that
these results were not limited to American men and women; rather, “think manager - think male”
was a global phenomenon, observed in the United Kingdom, Germany, China, and Japan (Schein
et al., 1996; Schein, 2001). While early replications demonstrated that female and male
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participants responded fairly similarly, later studies showed that American women’s opinions
changed over time (Schein, 2001). However, while American women have begun to describe
successful managers in less gendered terms, similar changes have not been observed amongst
male participants (Schein, 2001).
In a more recent examination of leader stereotypes, Koenig, Eagly, Mitchell, and
Ristikari (2011) meta-analyzed 69 studies, most of which followed the paradigms established by
Schein (1973) or Powell and Butterfield (1979). While their results demonstrated that the
masculine construal of leadership has declined some over time, they confirmed that leader
stereotypes remain significantly more masculine than feminine (Koenig et al., 2011). They
further found that the masculine depiction of leadership is stronger amongst male respondents
and typically weaker in moderate-status as opposed to high-status leadership positions (Koenig et
al., 2011). Unsurprisingly, this finding aligns with the fact that women have had significantly
greater success breaking into middle management positions as opposed to the highest levels of
leadership (Barsh & Yee, 2011; Spencer et al., 2019) and with findings that the feminine
leadership advantage is present at mid-level management but absent at the highest echelons
(Paustian-Underdahl et al., 2014).
The demonstrated incongruity between the female role and leadership role can result in
two types of biases: descriptive and prescriptive (Eagly & Karau, 2002). The perceived
incongruity between feminine stereotypes and the leadership role results in descriptive bias; this
can be understood as the belief that a woman does not possess the necessary characteristics to
succeed in the leader role (Johnson et al., 2008). Thus, it is descriptive bias that can prevent
qualified women from being promoted into leadership roles. Evidence of this effect can be seen
20

in Connerley, Mecham, and Strauss’s (2008) finding that, even when they had essentially
equivalent performance evaluations, women were rated significantly lower than men on their
readiness for a promotion. Foschi (1996) likewise found that men tend to hold women to higher
standards for demonstrating task-based competence.
Prescriptive bias, on the other hand, refers to situations in which a woman behaves in a
stereotypically-masculine style (Johnson et al., 2008). Because leadership is associated with
agency and masculinity (Powell & Butterfield, 1979; Powell et al., 2002), taking on a leadership
role, by definition, violates the injunctive norms associated with femininity and can lead to
negative evaluations (Johnson et al., 2008). Prescriptive bias, then, is more commonly to blame
for unduly negative evaluations of women who have already entered into leadership positions.
While these biases may affect women at different stages in their careers, both can prevent their
upward mobility.
Providing strong evidence for prescriptive bias, Atwater, Carey, and Waldman (2001)
examined participants’ reactions to receiving discipline in the workplace. As discipline has been
established as a distinctly more masculine managerial subrole (Atwater et al., 2004), their results
should come as no surprise: females delivering discipline were viewed as less effective, less fair,
and more likely to be making a mistake (Atwater et al., 2001). In a subsequent experimental
study, male and female participants alike reported feeling angrier when disciplined by a female
as opposed to a male (Atwater et al., 2001). Thus, when engaging in the managerial duty of
discipline, women are viewed as violating additional injunctive norms; the incongruity between
the communal stereotype and this behavior leads to especially negative reactions.
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The difficulties faced by female leaders should come as no surprise as, when asked to
describe their ideal leader, participants tend to add communal traits only after the agentic
behaviors deemed ‘necessary’ have already been added (Vial & Napier, 2018). Thus, while men
can fulfill their gender role and leader role simultaneously, female leaders must carefully balance
the masculinity of leadership with the expectations associated with their gender. Further
evidence for this balancing act was provided by Johnson, Murphy, Zewdie, and Reichard (2008);
the authors found that strong male leaders are viewed as more effective and better liked than
equally strong female leaders. In fact, in order to be perceived as effective, their results indicated
that male leaders need only demonstrate strength; female leaders, conversely, must be both
strong and sensitive (Johnson et al., 2008). Because strength is viewed as a necessary
characteristic for leaders and sensitivity is viewed as a requirement for femininity, female leaders
must clear a higher hurdle to be viewed as successful. In the same vein, Lopez and Ensari (2014)
showed that women enacting traditionally-masculine leadership styles are negatively evaluated.
Specifically, female autocratic leaders received more blame for organizational failures than
equivalent male leaders (Lopez & Ensari, 2014).
Further, when women do succeed in fulfilling both the leader role and the female role,
they are less likely to be recognized for the effort. For example, leaders’ considerate verbal
behavior has been more strongly linked to subordinates’ health when enacted by males as
opposed to females (Mohr & Wolfram, 2008). Additionally, a more considerate transformational
leadership style has been linked to subordinates’ workplace satisfaction when enacted by male
leaders, but not by female leaders (Wolfram & Mohr, 2010). In sum, research suggests female
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leaders have relatively narrow parameters for success; compared to men, female leaders are less
likely to be rewarded for positive behaviors and more likely to be castigated for mistakes.
It is important to note, however, that stereotypical gender roles do not exclusively
disadvantage women. Men performing in counter-normative ways also face discrimination. For
example, Johnson and colleagues (2008) found that sensitive male leaders may be especially
negatively evaluated. In their vignette study, strong male leaders were rated as most likeable,
followed by both the strong and sensitive female leaders, and lastly sensitive male leaders
(Johnson et al., 2008). Thus, women are perceived as having to choose between performing in a
gender role-congruent manner or a leadership role-congruent manner. In either case, men
performing in a gender role congruent manner have a clear advantage over women as the
enactment of the leader role aligns with masculine stereotypes. However, men performing in a
gender role-incongruent fashion may suffer significant adverse consequences. It is worth noting
that, when the dependent variable of leader effectiveness was employed, sensitive male leaders
were seen as equally effective as strong male leaders and sensitive female leaders; strong female
leaders, however, were expected to be significantly less effective (Johnson et al., 2008).
Overall, the balance of research has demonstrated strong impediments to women’s
success in leadership roles. In fact, Eagly, Makhijani and Klonsky (1992) conducted a metaanalysis of 56 studies where all aspects of leadership were held constant except for leader
gender. They found that female leaders overall were rated lower than equivalent male leaders
and that this effect was strengthened when the leader acted in especially masculine ways or were
employed in stereotypically-masculine industries (Eagly et al., 1992). Further, results indicated
that male participants were especially likely to devalue female leaders (Eagly et al., 1992). This
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finding has gained further support in more recent research (Vial et al., 2018). This pattern is also
supported by literature suggesting that the proposed feminine leadership advantage disappears
when the industry is masculine or the raters are predominantly male (Eagly & Carli, 2003;
Paustian-Underdahl et al., 2014). In addition to the two primary streams of gender-based
leadership research outlined above, the construct of leader-member exchange provides an
interesting glimpse into the intersection of gender stereotypes and leadership.

Gender and Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) Quality
Several researchers have examined how gender match and mismatch may affect
relationships between supervisors and subordinates. Much of this research has been informed by
leader-member exchange, a theory of leadership that emphasizes the dyadic relationship between
a leader and each individual follower (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). For example, Bakar and
McCann (2014) found that gender and ethnic similarity was positively associated with both
subordinates’ and supervisors’ perceptions of the quality of leader-member exchange. Gender
and ethnic similarity with their supervisor are positively linked to subordinates’ job satisfaction,
in-role and extra-role performance, and affective commitment to their work group (Bakar &
McCann, 2014; Tsui et al., 2002).
Likewise, a survey of over 2,500 working adults found that subordinates who were
similar to their supervisor in terms of race and gender reported receiving higher levels of familysupportive supervision (Foley et al., 2006). Similarly, Varma and Stroh’s (2001) field study
indicated that both male and female supervisors demonstrate a same-sex bias in evaluating the
performance of their subordinates. Further, these effects may extend beyond the supervisor-
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subordinate dyad. In fact, gender dissimilarity between an employee and their coworkers may
have negative effects as well. Avery, Wang, Volpone, and Zhou (2013) found that gender
dissimilarity in work teams attenuated the relationship between team empowerment and
individual empowerment for those in the less-represented gender. Their study also found that
gender mismatch attenuated the relationship between individual empowerment and in-role and
extra-role performance (Avery et al., 2013).
However, there is contention in the literature regarding how gender mismatch in vertical
dyads impacts individuals. For example, Rarick and Ladany (2013) found no significant impact
of gender match on the quality of the relationship between clinical psychology PhD and PsyD
students and their supervisors. Though they used gender as a control rather than a predictor, Tsui,
Porter, and Egan (2002) found that demographic dissimilarity in supervisor-subordinate dyads
could even have positive outcomes. Importantly, the authors noted that the positive outcomes
were only seen in situations where the demographic dissimilarity was aligned with relational and
cultural norms; specifically, there were positive outcomes associated with supervisors who were
older and had longer job tenure than their subordinates (Tsui et al., 2002). Given their finding
that the quality of the supervisor-subordinate relationship “may be worst for subordinates who
are dissimilar from the supervisor in a direction that is inconsistent with relational norms” (p.
922) future research should consider whether gender mismatch in dyads has differing effects
depending on whether the woman is the supervisor or the subordinate (Tsui et al., 2002).
Taken in tandem, results from this stream of literature suggest that gender match between
supervisors and subordinates may be a significant predictor of leader-member exchange quality
and other important outcomes; however, it is imperative not to divorce the relationship from the
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context of gender stereotypes. The inconsistency in findings across these studies is an important
indicator that the relationship between gender and LMX is more complicated than researchers
currently understand. There are likely a great number of other gender-specific factors that
contribute to differences in LMX quality. Research into the intersection of gender stereotypes
and perceived supervisor support may help address current contention in this literature stream as
well.

Perceived Supervisor Support (PSS)
Perceived supervisor support (PSS) can be defined as the extent to which employees feel
their supervisor offers them the support they need and want in the workplace (Ng & Sorensen,
2008; Rathi & Lee, 2017). Paustian-Underdahl and colleagues (2017) defined PSS as the extent
to which subordinates perceive that their supervisors “value their contributions and care about
their personal and professional needs and well-being” (p. 437). Supervisor support can be broken
down into instrumental support, referring to the provision of work-related resources or
information, and emotional support, which focuses more on relational well-being (Ng &
Sorensen, 2008). Emotional PSS can include behaviors such as “listening to one’s work
concerns, allowing one to vent their emotions, and providing words of encouragement during
difficult times;” conversely, examples of instrumental PSS behaviors tend to focus more on “task
instruction, task assistance, and flexibility in one’s work schedule” (Mathieu et al., 2019; p. 388).
Meta-analytic findings suggest that emotional and instrumental support are generally highly
correlated; the relationship appears to be especially strong for jobs with high emotional labor
demands (Mathieu et al., 2019).
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Research into supervisor support dates back several decades with seminal research in the
field occurring in the mid-1980s (Ng & Sorensen, 2008). The field grew out of more general
studies of social support and its impacts, branching out alongside the parallel construct of
perceived coworker support (PCS) and the broader construct of perceived organizational support
(POS). These three concepts continue to be popularly studied in tandem (Ng & Sorensen, 2008;
Shanock & Eisenberger, 2006). For example, Shanock and Eisenberger (2006) demonstrated that
the perceived organizational support experienced by a supervisor was linked to the supervisor
support reported by their subordinates.
In three recent studies, Munc, Eschleman, and Donnelly (2017) demonstrated links
between provision of supervisor support and job satisfaction, positive job affect, and
organizational commitment. The researchers also found that supervisor support was negatively
associated with negative job affect and emotional exhaustion; most interestingly, all of these
links were still significant when controlling for utilization of supervisor support (Munc et al.,
2017). These compelling findings gained further support when Mathieu, Eschleman, and Cheng
(2019) found meta-analytically that measures of support availability were more strongly
associated with important workplace outcomes than were measures of support received.
Meta-analytic findings have demonstrated significant relationships between supervisor
support and both affective workplace commitment and job satisfaction (Ng & Sorenson, 2008).
Additionally, PSS is negatively associated with turnover intentions (Mathieu et al., 2019; Ng &
Sorenson, 2008; Rathi & Lee, 2017). It is worth noting that supervisor support is more strongly
associated with all three of these outcomes than is coworker support, underscoring the
importance of supervisor behavior in determining subordinate experiences of the workplace
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(Mathieu et al., 2019; Ng & Sorenson, 2008). In addition to job satisfaction, Talukder, Vickers,
and Khan (2018) linked supervisor support with life satisfaction, job performance, and work-life
balance. Rathi and Lee’s (2017) results also supported the link between supervisor support and
life satisfaction. Likewise, the link to job performance is strengthened by Shanock and
Eisenberger’s (2006) work, demonstrating a positive association between PSS and both in-role
and extra-role performance.
In addition to research on the positive outcomes of PSS, multiple studies have
demonstrated a negative relationship between supervisor support and emotional exhaustion and
burnout (Aronsson et al., 2017; Mathieu et al., 2019; Munc et al., 2017). Meta-analytic results
demonstrate a negative association between PSS and the major role stressors of role conflict,
ambiguity, and overload (Mathieu et al., 2019). Matheiu and colleagues (2019) compared
emotional PSS and instrumental PSS; results were significant for both types, but instrumental
support was more strongly correlated with role conflict and role overload than was emotional
support (Mathieu et al., 2019). The authors’ meta-analysis also revealed a negative relationship
between PSS and depersonalization and physical symptoms, including headaches, backaches,
sleep disturbances, and gastrointestinal complaints (Mathieu et al., 2019).
Further, past research has suggested that the provision of social support can ameliorate
the negative impacts of stressors (Cohen & Wills, 1985). In a comprehensive literature review,
Cohen and Wills (1985) found support for what they termed the buffering hypothesis;
specifically, their research suggested that “the perceived availability of interpersonal resources
that are responsive to the needs elicited by stressful events” may protect individuals from the
negative effects of those stressful events (p. 310). Extending this line of reasoning to the
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workplace, Ganster, Fusilier, and Mayes (1986) found that social support explained significant
variation in job dissatisfaction, life dissatisfaction, depression, and somatic complaints. While
Ganster and colleagues (1986) primarily found main effects for social support’s impact on strain
and felt their research did not provide support for the buffering hypothesis, they importantly
noted that “of the different sources of support, those sources from the workplace, especially the
supervisor, are the most important in affecting strains” (p. 108).
In meta-analytically examining this question, Mathieu, Eschleman, and Cheng (2019)
found support for both a buffering and reverse buffering effect of social support in the
workplace; in fact, studies in their sample were almost perfectly evenly split between buffering
and reverse buffering effects. They concluded that different studies likely yielded different
results due to unexamined contextual factors and called for future research into potential
moderators (Mathieu et al., 2019). Crucially, their results dovetailed with Ganster and
colleagues’ conclusion that supervisor support is more strongly associated with desirable
workplace outcomes than coworker support (Mathieu et al., 2019). Regardless of whether the
nature of the relationship can best be defined as moderation or not, the research makes clear that
the provision of supervisor support has generally positive implications for employees’
experiences of the workplace.

Perceived Supervisor Support and Gender
Past meta-analytic findings have shown that cultural and contextual factors impact the
effects of PSS (French et al., 2018). This suggests the possibility that gender could also play a
significant role in supervisor support’s provision or outcomes, but research in this vein has been
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limited. A few gender differences related to supervisor support have been identified by past
research. For example, men who are high in need for independence may be threatened by the
provision of support (Nagurney et al., 2004), a result bolstered by Beehr, Bowling, and Bennett’s
(2010) findings that support can have negative outcomes if it makes the recipient feel inadequate
or incompetent. In a recent sample of working mothers, emotional PSS and emotional spousal
support were negatively related to work-family conflict; interestingly, instrumental support had
no significant impact (Irak et al., 2020). Additionally, one study found that a global measure of
PSS was linked more strongly to well-being outcomes in male subordinates than in females
(Greenberger et al., 1989).
Although limited research has addressed the question thus far, there is a conceptual
foundation for the hypothesis that gender stereotypes could contribute meaningfully to
understanding PSS. In 2004, Atwater, Brett, Waldman, DiMare, and Hayden published research
examining perceptions of 19 managerial subroles as they relate to gender. Male and female
participants agreed on only one managerial role that was more associated with femininity:
supporting (Atwater et al., 2004). Considering the popular agentic and communal framework of
gender stereotypes, these results should come as no surprise. Further, other researchers have
identified the overlap between communal stereotypes and PSS. Ng and Sorensen (2008), for
example, hypothesized that female subordinates might value supervisor support more than males
because “the traditional feminine roles emphasize [...] support [and, as a result,] women may
have stronger preferences for social relationships and network resources at work” (p. 248).
Research outside of the realm of PSS has also identified the conceptual overlap between
female gender stereotypes and supportive supervision. For example, in identifying charismatic
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leadership as a more feminine leadership style than autocratic leadership, Lopez and Ensari
(2014) noted that charismatic leadership is comprised of both androgynous and feminine
characteristics. Specifically, they noted that both ‘mentoring and empowering followers’ and
‘attending to individual needs’ align more closely with the female gender role (Lopez & Ensari,
2014). Indeed, their findings supported their identification of charismatic leadership as more
inline with feminine stereotypes as women exhibiting charismatic leadership received more
positive attributions than those utilizing an autocratic style (Lopez & Ensari, 2014).
While past research has indicated the importance of communal traits, like support, in
supervisors, people tend to view communality as less necessary to success than agentic traits
(Vial & Napier, 2018). For example, Vial and Napier (2018) provided participants with a list of
agentic and communal traits and asked them to rank the attributes in order of importance in a
leader. Communal traits were only added after the ‘necessary’ agentic traits had already been
selected (Vial & Napier, 2018). In a follow-up study, the researchers asked participants to
identify traits that would make them a successful leader and a similar trend emerged; both male
and female participants selected agentic traits as being more important to success in a managerial
role (Vial & Napier, 2018).
In toto, this line of research suggests that supervisor support may be perceived as more
feminine than masculine and that, while appreciated, support is not seen as a crucial ingredient to
managerial success. Further, because social support is considered a communal trait and is
associated with women, it follows that female supervisors would be expected to demonstrate
supportive supervision practices. Due to this expectation, supportive practices may be less
noticed or appreciated when carried out by female supervisors than by male supervisors.
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Cognitive research on information processing suggests that information that is
inconsistent with schemas is generally more salient and, thus, easier to recall (Hastie & Kumar,
1979; Hemsley & Marmurek, 1982; Stangor & McMillan, 1992). Further, expectancy violation
theory posits that when individuals exhibit positive behaviors that violate stereotypes, they will
receive especially positive evaluations (Jussim et al., 1987). Because descriptive and injunctive
norms of women dictate that they are more supportive and nurturing than men, supportive
behavior may be seen as an expectation for female supervisors. Thus, it is possible that
supportive behaviors exhibited by women could be taken for granted. Supportive behaviors from
men, on the other hand, are likely to be less expected, more salient, and more highly rewarded.

Hypotheses
In summary, past research has demonstrated that altruistic helping behaviors are a core
tenet of communion and norms about femininity (Diekman & Eagly, 2000; Eagly & Karau,
2002; Eagly & Sczesny, 2019). These norms are both descriptive and injunctive; as such, people
not only believe that women are naturally more helpful than men, they also believe that women
ought to be more helpful than men. In fact, men and women alike view only one managerial
behavior as more feminine in nature: supporting (Atwater et al., 2004; Caleo, 2016; Heilman et
al., 1989). Because of the high degree of conceptual overlap between the construct of supervisor
support and the helping behaviors associated with women, I posit that supportive behaviors will
be more expected of female supervisors than of male supervisors.
Further, research into information processing has shown that when an individual engages
in a behavior that is inconsistent with expectations, observers will find that behavior to be highly
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salient. As a result of this salience, actions that counter stereotypical or schematic expectations
are more likely to be recalled and rewarded (Hastie & Kumar, 1979; Hemsley & Marmurek,
1982; Jussim et al., 1987; Stangor & McMillan, 1992). Thus, when a male supervisor violates
stereotypes by engaging in helpful and supportive behaviors, subordinates will take notice.
However, when a female supervisor participates in the same behaviors, this experience will be
less salient to subordinates as it aligns with expectations regarding how women should behave.
Although researchers have not yet explicitly tested how gender stereotypes may impact
subordinate perceptions of supervisor support, there is strong evidence suggesting that women
are typically less recognized and rewarded than men when engaging in similar stereotypicallyfeminine helping behaviors (Allen & Rush, 2001; Heilman & Chen, 2005; Johnson et al., 2008;
Lovell et al., 1999). As a result, I hypothesize that identical behaviors will receive higher PSS
ratings when conducted by male supervisors than when conducted by female supervisors; the
general nature of this hypothesized relationship is illustrated in Figure 1.
Hypothesis 1: There will be an interaction between PSS behavior and supervisor gender,
such that increased levels of PSS behavior will be associated with higher levels of PSS
ratings for male supervisors relative to female supervisors.
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PSS Absent

PSS Present
Male Supervisor

Female Supervisor

Figure 1: Mean Differences anticipated by Hypothesis 1
A rich stream of research in a variety of fields has demonstrated that men typically
devalue the workplace contributions of women to a greater extent than women do. Research
suggests that men are less likely to give women the benefit of the doubt; in order to establish task
competence, males set higher targets for females than they do for themselves (Foschi, 1996).
Similarly, despite equivalent performance ratings, male supervisors consider their female
subordinates less prepared for a promotion than their male subordinates (Connerley et al., 2008).
This effect extends to perceptions of female supervisors because men tend to view the ideal
supervisor as more masculine than women do (Atwater et al., 2004). Men also respond more
negatively than women to female supervisors who behave in agentic manners (Atwater et al.,
2001; Eagly et al., 1992; Embry et al., 2008). Overall, female supervisors tend to be rated more
negatively than identical male supervisors; this is especially true of ratings by male participants
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(Eagly et al., 1992). Recent research confirms that men continue to view women as less
competent in leadership roles than men and they prefer to answer to male supervisors (Hentschel
et al., 2019; Vial et al., 2018).
Further, evidence on women’s tendency to devalue the workplace contributions of fellow
women has been more mixed. For example, while male supervisors rated their male subordinates
higher than females on several competencies in Connerley and colleagues’ (2008) sample,
female supervisors did not rate their male and female subordinates significantly differently on
any of the dimensions. Converging results have been reported by others (Eagly et al., 1992;
Schein, 2001). While men and women may both tend to devalue female leaders, the effect seems
to be starker amongst men.
Although many explanations have been proffered for why men tend to devalue women’s
workplace contributions (Glick et al., 1997), the root cause is not the focus of the present
research. Instead, this study seeks to examine whether this effect will extend to perceptions of
PSS. The general nature of the hypothesized relationships is depicted in Figure 2. Given the
extant literature, I expect that the gap between PSS ratings for male and female supervisors will
be greater among male participants than female participants. In fact, I do not anticipate female
participants will rate male and female supervisors significantly differently in the baseline
condition. This leads to the second hypothesis:
Hypothesis 2: There will be a three-way interaction between supervisor gender,
participant gender, and presence of PSS behavior, such that male participants’ baseline
preference for male supervisors when PSS behaviors are absent will be exacerbated when
PSS behaviors are present.
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Male Participant,
Male Supervisor

Male Participant, Female Participant, Female Participant,
Female Supervisor Male Supervisor Female Supervisor
PSS Absent

PSS Present

Figure 2: Mean Differences among male and female participants as anticipated by Hypothesis 2
PSS is traditionally split into two categories. Emotional PSS provides relatively abstract
resources. It is typically focused on helping employees emotionally cope with workplace
difficulties. As such, the emotional facet of supervisor support aligns quite closely with
communal traits as it is specifically invested in the psychological welfare of employees and
relationship-building. Instrumental PSS, on the other hand, refers to behaviors that assist in
solving work-related problems or which provide workplace resources or information. Because
instrumental supervisor support could be seen as more immediately necessary to the completion
of workplace tasks, it may be viewed as more in-role for supervisors, regardless of their gender.
Further, just as emotional PSS aligns closely with communal stereotypes, instrumental PSS may
actually align better with agentic stereotypes. Instrumental support is commonly defined as being
directed toward problem-solving, a core agentic trait. It also incorporates task instruction, an
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activity that can reinforce the power dynamic between supervisors and subordinates, allowing
male supervisors to engage in dominant behaviors.
Just as past research has demonstrated differences in the gender-typing of organizational
citizenship behaviors that align with the agency and communion dichotomy (Ehrhart & Godfrey,
2003; Ehrhart, Godfrey, & Morales, 2005; Heilman & Chen, 2005; Lovell et al., 1999), there is
reason to believe that instrumental and emotional support conceptually align more closely with
agentic and communal traits, respectively. Thus, it follows that the more communal facet of
emotional support would be more expected of female supervisors than males. The bias created
by this expectation would lead participants to find emotional PSS more salient and positive when
executed by males than by females (Jussim et al., 1987). Likewise, the agentic facet of
instrumental support could be more expected of and less appreciated in male supervisors. Thus,
compared to baseline, I anticipate that emotional PSS behavior will result in greater increases in
PSS ratings for male supervisors than will instrumental PSS behavior. The general nature of the
hypothesized relationships is depicted in Figure 3. Because women are expected to engage in
emotionally supportive behaviors, I also expect that male supervisors’ PSS ratings when
engaging in solely emotional PSS will be higher than will female supervisors engaging in solely
emotional PSS. This leads to the third hypothesis:
Hypothesis 3: There will be a three-way interaction between supervisor gender, presence
of instrumental support, and presence of emotional support behaviors, such that the
difference between male and female supervisors in PSS ratings will be greater for
emotional PSS behaviors than for instrumental PSS behaviors.
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No PSS

Instrumental PSS

Emotional PSS

Male Supervisor

Female Supervisor

Instrumental and
Emotional PSS

Figure 3: Mean Differences across Conditions as anticipated by Hypothesis 3
In addition to showing how perceptions of support may differ on the basis of gender, it is
crucial to also understand how these potential differences may affect important outcomes. As
such, this study focuses on a few outcome variables that have been common in past genderrelated research to determine how differential valuation of PSS may affect subordinate
experiences and beliefs.
Past findings have demonstrated that women in male-typed roles, including leadership
roles, are considered less likeable and less desirable to have as a supervisor (Heilman & Wallen,
2010). Further, supportive behaviors are viewed as essential to the efficacy of female
supervisors; identical behaviors committed by male supervisors, however, are viewed as
transcending the requirements of their role and rewarded accordingly (Johnson et al., 2008). Past
research has demonstrated that women are less rewarded for performing helping behaviors, such
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as altruistic OCB; specifically, the connection between helping behaviors and performance
evaluations is stronger for men than women (Heilman & Chen, 2005; Lovell et al., 1999).
Additionally, studies have suggested that interactional injustice, specifically not
demonstrating concern for subordinates’ well-being, is considered more acceptable when
practiced by male supervisors than female supervisors (Caleo, 2016). Therefore, this thesis will
address whether performing identical PSS behaviors is more beneficial to male supervisors than
female supervisors. Given past findings, I anticipate that male supervisors will receive higher
ratings in perceived likeability, effectiveness, and desirability as a boss than female supervisors
engaging in identical behaviors. The proposed nature of these relationships is illustrated in
Figure 4.
Hypothesis 4: When engaging in identical supportive behaviors, male supervisors will be
rated as more (H4a) likeable, (H4b) effective, and (H4c) desirable as a manager than
female supervisors.
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Male Supervisor

Female Supervisor
PSS Absent

PSS Present

Figure 4: Mean Differences for Likeability, Effectiveness, and Desirability as Anticipated by
Hypothesis 4
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CHAPTER TWO: METHODOLOGY
Participants
Participants were recruited from a large public university in the American southeast.
Participants were recruited for a study on “perceptions of leadership” through the university’s
SONA system and received SONA credit in exchange for their participation in the survey.
Participation was expected to take 15-20 minutes total. A power analysis was conducted using
G*Power; based on a small-to-medium effect size, 351 participants would be needed for a power
of .80. Thus, to ensure an adequately powered sample, at least 400 participants were targeted for
recruitment.
A total of 425 participants started the survey during data collection, which occurred
between September 30, 2020 and February 5, 2021. Of these, 29 provided incomplete data and
were removed from analysis. A further 38 failed the manipulation check, demonstrating that they
were unaware of the gender of the supervisor in the vignette. These participants were also
excluded from further analyses, resulting in a final sample size of 358. The final sample
identified as 58.4% female, 40.8% male, and 0.8% other. Participants ranged from 18 to 63 years
of age (M = 19.5, SD = 4.2). The sample was primarily (57.8%) Caucasian, with 25.1%
identifying as Hispanic/Latino, and 11.7% as Black/African American. One third (33.0%) of the
sample was currently employed with about half (54.3%) of this subsample working fewer than
20 hours per week and 45.7% working more than 20 hours per week.
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Design & Procedure
The present study utilized a 2 (supervisor gender: male, female) x 2 (instrumental PSS:
present, absent) x 2 (emotional PSS: present, absent) between-subjects design. Survey
administration took place online via Qualtrics with participants initially clicking through an
informed consent in order to access the survey. Participants then completed demographic
measures. Procedures were put in place to ensure relatively equal distribution of participant
gender across the eight conditions; excepting that measure, assignment to conditions was
random. Participants next viewed the vignette for their assigned condition. After reading the
assigned vignette, participants responded to a variety of previously validated scales, described
below. In order to combat potential order effects, the order of items within scales was
randomized. After participants finished the final scale, they were thanked for their time and
participation and the survey concluded.

Materials
As mentioned, the vignettes utilized in the present study were crafted to reflect a 2
(supervisor gender: male, female) x 2 (instrumental PSS: present, absent) x 2 (emotional PSS:
present, absent) design. Supervisor gender was manipulated by providing the supervisor’s first
name and using consistent gendered pronouns throughout. Following the example of MossRacusin and Johnson (2016), the names John and Jennifer were used for the male and female
supervisor, respectively. Importantly, past research has determined that these names are viewed
as equivalent in terms of intelligence, likeability, and recognizability (Brescoll & Uhlmann,
2005; Moss-Racusin et al., 2012). To ensure that participant responses were the result of the
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manipulations and not other stereotyped characteristics, the example of Diekman (2007) was
followed and information about the supervisor’s race, ethnicity, and age were not provided.
Further, to avoid possible effects as a result of a gender-typed profession or industry, minimal
information was provided about the organization or the nature of the work in the vignette.
Additionally, information about the supervisor’s job performance or efficacy was left
ambiguous, similar to the procedure utilized by Johnson, Murphy, Zewdie, and Reichard (2008).
Both facets of perceived supervisor support, instrumental and emotional, were
manipulated in the vignettes by either providing information about the supervisor practicing
relevant behaviors or by providing no relevant information. Operationalizing supervisor support
through the presence or absence of relevant information, rather than high/low conditions, was
selected because gender-based vignette studies often dichotomize in this manner (Diekman,
2007; Lopez & Ensari, 2014; Moss-Racusin & Johnson, 2016). Similar to the method utilized by
Heilman and Chen (2005), all vignettes began by introducing the supervisor and the scenario:
“You work full-time in a large organization for a supervisor named John (Jennifer). One day,
you are working hard to prepare everything for a presentation you are set to give with John
(Jennifer) at 8:00 the following morning. At noon, you receive a call from your apartment
complex informing you that the pipes in your upstairs neighbor’s apartment burst. Your
apartment is flooded and you need to return home immediately. You will need to inventory what
has been damaged for insurance purposes; this is likely to take several hours. You need to leave
work for the rest of the day even though you have not yet completed all of the work for
tomorrow’s presentation. Stressed by this unexpected turn of events, you explain the situation to
John (Jennifer).”
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The descriptions of emotional and instrumental PSS provided by Mathieu, Eschleman,
and Cheng (2019) informed the vignettes; specifically, emotional PSS behaviors include
“listening to one’s work concerns, allowing one to vent their emotions, and providing words of
encouragement during difficult times” (p. 388). As such, provision of emotional support was
represented as: “John (Jennifer) is very understanding of your problem and listens patiently as
you vent your frustration. He (She) kindly offers words of encouragement and asks if you have a
roommate or family member who could help out at your apartment. He (She) tells you not to
worry about the presentation as it can be rescheduled. The next morning, he (she) makes a point
of checking in with you to see how you’re doing.”
Instrumental PSS behaviors include “task instruction, task assistance, and flexibility in
one’s work schedule” (Mathieu et al., 2019, p. 388). In the vignettes, provision of instrumental
support was represented through the following: “John (Jennifer) tells you that he (she) will finish
preparing for the presentation without you. If you can come into work early the following
morning, he (she) will catch you up to speed so you can still contribute meaningfully during the
presentation.”
In the conditions where both instrumental and emotional PSS are provided, the above
texts were both presented, with minor edits for clarity and flow. In the conditions where neither
instrumental nor emotional support are offered, participants read the following: “John (Jennifer)
reminds you that the presentation is at 8:00 the following morning. He (She) says that if you
need to leave this afternoon, you should come in early tomorrow to ensure everything is ready
for the presentation.” Following Heilman and Chen’s (2005) example, each vignette ended with
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a sentence to enforce the typicality of the behavior demonstrated: “That’s the way John
(Jennifer) is.” For full texts of each of the vignette conditions, see Appendix.
In order to ensure that the vignettes drafted appropriately represented instrumental and
emotional perceived supervisor support, pilot testing was conducted with subject matter experts
(SMEs). SMEs consisted of graduate students in the field of Industrial and Organizational
Psychology who were familiar with the construct of perceived supervisor support, but unfamiliar
with the aims of the present study. Following the examples set by other vignette research, this
pilot testing focused on ensuring that the PSS manipulation was interpreted as expected,
regardless of supervisor gender (Johnson et al., 2008; Lopez & Ensari, 2014; Moss-Racusin &
Johnson, 2016). As such, gender was held constant in this testing, so 12 SMEs in the first pilot
viewed each of the four male supervisor conditions (e.g., provision of instrumental support,
provision of emotional support, provision of both, and provision of neither). They then
responded to the same PSS scale that would be seen by participants in the primary study. This
round of pilot testing introduced concern over the degree of differentiation in emotional PSS
between vignette conditions. Specifically, the original vignette designed to illustrate only
instrumental PSS received higher ratings on the emotional PSS subscale (M = 4.4, SD = 0.9)
than it did on the instrumental PSS subscale (M = 3.5, SD = 0.7).
As such, the vignettes were re-written to more clearly differentiate between the provision
of instrumental and emotional support. The new vignettes (specifically, the instrumental-only
condition and the emotional-only condition) were piloted, utilizing 20 graduate students in the
field of Industrial/Organizational Psychology as SMEs. Each participant viewed either the
instrumental PSS vignette condition or the emotional PSS vignette condition. Due to the small
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sample size of 10 SMEs per condition, results were examined descriptively, rather than through
the use of t-tests. This pilot test supported an acceptable level of differentiation between the two
types of PSS. Specifically, the instrumental PSS condition received higher instrumental ratings
(M = 4.2, SD = 0.6) than the emotional condition (M = 4.0, SD = 0.6). Likewise, the emotional
PSS condition received higher emotional PSS ratings (M = 4.3, SD = 0.7) than the instrumental
condition (M = 3.8, SD = 0.6). As such, this round of pilot testing was considered successful, and
research progressed to data collection.

Measures
Demographics
Participants were asked to provide basic demographic information, including their
gender, age, race, and ethnicity. They were also asked whether they were currently employed
and, if so, how many hours they worked in the average week.

Manipulation Check
One manipulation check was utilized to ensure the effectiveness of the gender
manipulation. Following the example of Moss-Racusin and Johnson (2016), the manipulation
check was phrased, “The supervisor I read about today was…” Responses were provided on a
scale of male (0) or female (1).
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Perceived Supervisor Support - Instrumental
A 5-item scale of instrumental PSS was chosen for the study. The scale was originally
developed by Ducharme and Martin (2000) and later adapted by Mathieu, Eschleman, and Cheng
(2019). Participants were prompted “Given what you read, respond to the following items
according to what you would expect from the supervisor described.” The items read: “Your
supervisor would fill in while you’re absent,” “Your supervisor is helpful in getting the job
done,” “Your supervisor gives useful advice on job problems,” “Your supervisor assists with
unusual work problems,” and “Your supervisor will pitch in and help.” Responses were provided
on a 5-point scale ranging from ‘Strongly Disagree’ to ‘Strongly Agree.’ This scale demonstrated
high internal consistency (ɑ = .94).

Perceived Supervisor Support - Emotional
A 5-item scale of emotional PSS was also adapted from that originally developed by
Ducharme and Martin (2000). Again, participants were prompted “Given what you read, respond
to the following items according to what you would expect from the supervisor described.” The
items were as follows: “Your supervisor really cares about you,” “You feel close to your
supervisor,” “Your supervisor takes a personal interest in you,” “You feel appreciated by your
supervisor,” and “Your supervisor is friendly to you.” Likewise, participants responded on a 5point scale from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree.” The scale possesses high internal
consistency (ɑ = .95).
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Perceived Supervisor Support – Overall
In addition to the scores reflecting instrumental and emotional PSS, an overall composite
score was created by averaging the 5 items from the instrumental subscale with the 5 items from
the emotional subscale. This was created to reflect overall ratings of perceived supervisor
support, which was a relevant outcome variable for several of the hypotheses. The overall scale
demonstrated strong internal consistency (ɑ = .97).

Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI)
The present study is predicated on the idea that instrumental and emotional PSS
behaviors are associated with masculine and feminine roles, respectively. As such, the 22-item
short-form of the BSRI was used to assess participants’ views of the gender role exhibited by the
supervisor described in the vignette (Geldenhuys & Bosch, 2013). The inclusion of this measure
allowed for comparisons between the perceived masculinity and femininity of supervisors
engaging in instrumental support, emotional support, both, or neither. The 22-item form includes
nine stereotypically feminine descriptors, nine stereotypically masculine descriptors, and four
non-gendered filler items. Following the advice of Geldenhuys and Bosch (2013) who shortened
Bem’s (1974) original measure using Rasch analysis, a 6-point response scale (ranging from
‘Never True’ to ‘Always True’) was utilized. Instructions for this scale read, “Given what you
read, please indicate how well the following items describe the supervisor.” The masculinity
subscale of this measure demonstrated acceptable internal consistency (ɑ = .74) and the
femininity subscale was highly reliable (ɑ = .97).
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Perceived Effectiveness of Leader
The perceived effectiveness of leader scale utilized by Johnson and colleagues (2008)
was adapted for this study. The items were worded to match the gender manipulation seen by the
participants. The three items read as follows: “John (Jennifer) is effective,” John (Jennifer) will
succeed at his (her) organization,” and “John (Jennifer) will improve performance at his (her)
organization.” Participants responded to these items on a 1-7 Likert scale ranging from ‘Strongly
Disagree’ to ‘Strongly Agree.’ This scale demonstrated high reliability with a Cronbach’s alpha
of .94.

Likeability of Leader
Similarly, a 3-item likeability scale was adapted from that of Johnson and colleagues’
(2008). These items also utilized a 1-7 Likert scale ranging from ‘Strongly Disagree’ to
‘Strongly Agree.’ The items read, “John (Jennifer) is liked by his (her) employees,” “John
(Jennifer) is likeable,” and “John’s (Jennifer’s) employees like working for him (her).” This
scale was highly reliable (ɑ = .98).

Desirability as a Boss
To gauge how desirable the supervisor in the vignette was perceived to be, this study
utilized two items from Ehrhart and Klein’s (2001) Leader Preference Scale. The specific items
used were: “To what extent do you think this manager’s work style is compatible with your own”
and “To what extent do you think this manager is similar to your ideal manager.” These items
were supplemented by an item previously used by Heilman and Wallen (2010); the item read
“How much would you want this individual to be your boss?” All items utilized a 5-point
49

response scale, ranging from ‘To little or no extent’ to ‘To a great extent.’ These three items
demonstrated high internal consistency (ɑ = .94).

Modern Sexism Scale
The final scale participants viewed focused on their personal views and prejudices. The
Modern Sexism Scale consists of 8 items; an example item reads, “Discrimination against
women is no longer a problem in the United States” (Swim et al., 1995). Responses were
provided on a 5-point Likert, ranging from “Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree.” To reduce the
effects of social desirability, participants were prompted, “Read each of the following statements
and decide how much you agree with each according to your attitudes, beliefs, and experiences.
It is important for you to realize that there are no “right” or “wrong” answers to these questions.
People are different, and we are interested in how you feel.” The Modern Sexism Scale
demonstrated acceptable reliability in this study (ɑ = .87).
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CHAPTER THREE: RESULTS
Following data cleaning, steps were taken to prepare the data for hypothesis testing. First,
composite scores for each multi-item measure were created by averaging item scores, after
reverse-scoring items as necessary. Correlations across outcome variables are available in Table
1.
As a result of the high correlation between instrumental and emotional PSS ratings (r =
.86, p < .001), confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was utilized to examine the relationship of the
subscales of the PSS measure. First, a CFA was conducted which specified the two expected
factors: instrumental PSS ratings and emotional PSS ratings. Based on criteria described by Hu
and Bentler (1999), this model had generally good fit with the data (χ2 (34) = 140, p < .001; CFI
= .97; TLI = .97; SRMR = .03; RMSEA = .09). An additional CFA was conducted that specified
only one factor for the scale. The fit for this model was not as strong (χ2 (35) = 392, p < .001;
CFI = .91; TLI = .89; SRMR = .04; RMSEA = .17) and the difference in the χ2 between the
models was significant (Δχ2 (1) = 252, p < .001), indicating that the two-factor model fit the data
better and thus was preferable to the one-factor model. As the primary analyses relied on the
overall measure of PSS, the fit of the two-factor model was deemed acceptable and analyses
proceeded.
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Table 1: Correlation Matrix of Outcome Variables

Variable
1. Instrumental PSS
2. Emotional PSS
3. Overall PSS
4. Likeability
5. Effectiveness
6. Desirability
7. BSRI Masculinity
8. BSRI Femininity
9. Modern Sexism Scale

1
(.94)
.86*
.96*
.85*
.79*
.82*
.18*
.81*
.07

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

(.95)
.96*
.87*
.78*
.84*
.16*
.84*
.04

(.97)
.90*
.81*
.86*
.18*
.86*
.06

(.98)
.82*
.88*
.14*
.86*
.03

(.94)
.81*
.31*
.75*
.04

(.94)
.19*
.85*
.02

(.74)
.26*
-.01

(.97)
.02

(.87)

Note. All correlations marked with an asterisk (*) are significant at the p < 0.01 level. Scale reliabilities (Cronbach’s alphas)
are displayed parenthetically on the diagonal.
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Measures were taken to balance participant gender across conditions. A chi square test of
independence suggested these measures were successful as there was no significant association
between participant gender and vignette condition, χ2 (14, N = 358) = 5.52, p = n.s. For more
information on the participant gender breakdown across conditions, see Table 2.
Table 2: Participant Gender Identification across Vignette Conditions

Condition
No PSS Behavior
Male Supervisor (n=45)
Female Supervisor (n=42)
Instrumental PSS Behavior
Male Supervisor (n=48)
Female Supervisor (n=47)
Emotional PSS Behavior
Male Supervisor (n=44)
Female Supervisor (n=42)
Instrumental & Emotional PSS
Male Supervisor (n=47)
Female Supervisor (n=43)
Overall (N=358)

Male

Female

Other

19
16

26
26

0
0

19
19

29
27

0
1

19
16

25
26

0
0

20
18
146

26
24
209

1
1
3

In order to examine whether the PSS manipulations had functioned as intended, ratings of
total PSS between participants assigned to different conditions were examined. Total PSS was
rated significantly higher amongst participants who had viewed the instrumental PSS, emotional
PSS, or instrumental and emotional PSS conditions (M = 4.1, SD = 0.6) compared to those who
viewed the no PSS condition (M = 2.4, SD = 0.9, t = -15.48, p < 0.001). Additionally, as the
hypotheses were primarily focused on comparing the presence of support with the absence of
support, the two conditions demonstrating a type of support (e.g., the instrumental condition and
the instrumental and emotional condition) were compared to the two conditions lacking that type
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of support (e.g., the emotional condition and the no PSS condition). In this comparison,
instrumental PSS was rated significantly higher by participants who viewed conditions
representing instrumental PSS (M = 4.2, SD = 0.6) compared to those who viewed conditions not
representing instrumental PSS (M = 3.4, SD = 1.2, t = -8.69, p < 0.001). Likewise, emotional
PSS was rated significantly higher by participants who viewed the emotional PSS conditions (M
= 4.0, SD = 0.7) compared to those who viewed conditions that did not depict emotional PSS (M
= 3.2, SD = 1.1, t = -8.96, p < 0.001). In line with the results of the second pilot test, these
findings would suggest the vignette manipulations were successful. In order to further examine
the vignette manipulations, the instrumental condition was directly compared to the emotional
condition. The results of this analysis were less encouraging. Specifically, mean instrumental
PSS ratings did not differ significantly between the instrumental-only and the emotional-only
conditions (t = 0.15, p = n.s.). The same is true of mean emotional PSS ratings in the emotionalonly and instrumental-only conditions (t = -1.22, p = n.s.). These findings suggest that adequate
distinction may not have been made between the two facets of PSS. Although the vignettes were
drafted specifically to exhibit the definitions of instrumental and emotional PSS utilized by the
employed measures and the means did differ in the expected directions, these results suggest that
the vignette manipulations were not as distinct as expected.
Hypothesis 1 posited an interaction between supervisor gender and supportive behaviors
on PSS ratings. To test this prediction, the support conditions were collapsed into one category
capturing provision of either instrumental support or emotional support (or both) compared to the
control condition (provision of neither instrumental nor emotional support). This enabled an
analysis that compares presence of any PSS behavior with absence of any PSS behavior. A
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between-subjects univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted, in which overall PSS
scores were entered as the dependent variable. Supervisor gender (male or female) and PSS
behavior (absence or presence) were entered as fixed factors. The model was designed to test for
main effects of each of these independent variables on overall PSS ratings as well as an
interaction between supervisor gender and presence of PSS behavior. While the presence of
supportive behavior was positively associated with overall PSS ratings (F =371.09, p < .001),
neither the main effect of supervisor gender (F = 2.49, p = n.s.) nor the interaction term (F =
0.33, p = n.s.) were significantly associated with overall PSS ratings. As such, Hypothesis 1 was
not supported.
As the foundation of this hypothesis was predicated on the differential gendering of
instrumental and emotional support behaviors, the hypothesized relationship was also examined
relative to the instrumental and emotional subscales of PSS. The provision of support was
positively associated with instrumental PSS ratings (F = 349.51, p < .001). The association
between supervisor gender and instrumental PSS ratings was marginally significant (F = 3.80, p
= .052), such that female supervisors received higher ratings on instrumental PSS than did male
supervisors. However, the interaction term was not significantly associated with instrumental
PSS ratings (F = 0.54, p = n.s.). When considering emotional PSS ratings, the presence of
support was significantly associated with the outcome (F = 294.14, p < .001), but neither
supervisor gender nor the interaction term were significant.
Hypothesis 2 predicted that the above-described relationship would be moderated by
participant gender, such that male participants would rate male supervisors higher and female
supervisors lower on PSS. As this hypothesis was specifically focused on comparing participants
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who identified as male and female, three participants who selected ‘Other’ for their gender
identity were excluded from the analysis. To test the hypothesis, the ANOVA described above
was conducted again, with the addition of participant gender as a fixed factor in a full-factorial
model. The three-way interaction between supervisor gender, participant gender, and presence of
PSS behavior was not significantly associated with overall PSS ratings (F = 0.01, p = n.s.). Thus,
Hypothesis 2 was not supported.
However, it is worth noting that this analysis revealed a significant association between
participant gender and PSS ratings (F = 10.87, p < 0.01). Without regard for condition, male
participants rated the target supervisor more highly than did female participants. The
aforementioned ANOVA also revealed a significant interaction between the presence of
supportive behavior and participant gender (F = 5.60, p < 0.05). Specifically, male and female
participants rated the supervisors engaging in PSS fairly similarly, but male participants were
more lenient in their ratings of supervisors who failed to engage in support. This relationship,
illustrated by estimated marginal means, is depicted in Figure 5. The ANOVA also revealed a
marginally significant association between supervisor gender and overall PSS ratings (F = 3.03,
p < 0.1), such that female supervisors were rated higher than male supervisors. The other
examined interactions, between supervisor gender and PSS and between participant and
supervisor gender, were not significantly associated with the overall PSS ratings.
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Figure 5: Estimated Marginal Means of the Interaction between Participant Gender and PSS
Behaviors predicting Overall PSS Ratings
Since, once again, this hypothesis was premised on the differential gendering of
instrumental and emotional support behaviors, the predicted relationship was also examined
relative to the instrumental and emotional subscales of PSS. When considering instrumental PSS
ratings, the main effects of PSS behavior (F = 321.21, p < .001), participant gender (F = 13.29, p
< .001), and supervisor gender (F = 4.48, p < .05) were all significant. Once again, female
supervisors were rated more highly than were male supervisors. As for participant gender, male
participants tended to provide higher ratings than did female participants. There was also a
significant interaction between the presence of PSS behavior and participant gender (F = 8.76, p
< .01) that mirrored what was found with the overall PSS outcome variable. This interaction is
depicted in Figure 6. The interactions of PSS behavior and supervisor gender (F = 0.71, p = n.s.),
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participant gender and supervisor gender (F = 0.13, p = n.s.), and the three-way interaction of
PSS behavior, participant gender, and supervisor gender (F = 0.08, p = n.s.) did not achieve
significance.
5

4

3

2

1
PSS Absent
Male Participants

PSS Present
Female Participants

Figure 6: Estimated Marginal Means of the Interaction between Participant Gender and PSS
Behaviors predicting Instrumental PSS Ratings
When ratings of emotional PSS were utilized as the dependent variable, only the presence
of PSS behaviors (F = 270.72, p < .001) and participant gender (F = 6.28, p < .05) were
significant. Similar to past analyses, male participants provided higher emotional PSS ratings
than did female participants. Neither supervisor gender nor any of the interaction terms were
significantly associated with participants’ ratings of emotional PSS.
Hypothesis 3 predicted moderation of the relationship between supervisor gender and
PSS ratings according to the type of perceived supervisor support behavior exhibited in the
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vignette. An ANOVA was again utilized to examine this prediction. Unlike the previous
analyses, this ANOVA did not collapse the two types of supervisor support behaviors into one.
Rather, the presence of instrumental support and presence of emotional support were considered
independently, using dummy coding. A full-factorial model was created using the fixed factors
of supervisor gender, presence or absence of instrumental support, and presence or absence of
emotional support to predict overall PSS ratings.
Emotional PSS behaviors (F = 144.08, p < 0.001), instrumental PSS behaviors (F =
124.36, p < 0.001), and the interaction of the two (F = 109.77, p < 0.001) were significantly
associated with total PSS ratings. The interaction between instrumental and emotional support
demonstrated that the presence of either type of support had a large impact on ratings compared
to the vignette with no PSS, but the ratings of supervisors who exhibited both types of support
did not vary greatly from those exhibiting just one. See Figure 7 for a depiction of estimated
marginal means across the four vignette conditions. Supervisor gender (F = 2.37, p = n.s.) was
not significantly associated with ratings. Likewise, the interactions of supervisor gender and
instrumental PSS (F = 1.76, p = n.s.) and of supervisor gender and emotional PSS (F = 0.05, p =
n.s.) were not related to overall PSS ratings. As this hypothesis was dependent on the three-way
interaction of supervisor gender, instrumental support, and emotional support (F = 0.33, p = n.s.)
achieving significance, Hypothesis 3 was not supported.
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Figure 7: Estimated Marginal Means of Overall PSS Ratings for each of the Vignette Conditions
Similar to Hypotheses 1 and 2, this hypothesis was also examined with both instrumental
and emotional PSS subscales as outcomes. Instrumental PSS ratings were significantly
associated with the presence of both instrumental (F = 125.31, p < 0.001) and emotional support
behaviors (F = 121.82, p < 0.001). The interaction between the presence of instrumental and
emotional support behaviors was also significantly related to ratings of instrumental supervisor
support (F = 106.33, p < 0.001) and the nature of this interaction mirrored that found in the
overall PSS analysis. The relationship between supervisor gender and instrumental PSS ratings
(F = 3.41, p < 0.1) was marginally significant, with female supervisors being rated higher. There
were no significant interactions between supervisor gender and instrumental PSS (F = 0.81, p =
n.s.) nor emotional PSS (F = 0.63, p = n.s.) in predicting instrumental PSS ratings. Additionally,
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the three-way interaction of supervisor gender and the two types of support was not significant
(F = 0.18, p = n.s.).
When emotional PSS ratings were considered as the outcome, the provision of
instrumental (F = 91.88, p < 0.001) and emotional support (F = 127.25, p < 0.001), as well as
their interaction (F = 84.65, p < 0.001) were all significant, as in the aforementioned analyses.
Supervisor gender (F = 1.08, p = n.s.) did not significantly relate to emotional PSS ratings, nor
did its interaction with instrumental (F = 2.41, p = n.s.) or emotional (F = 0.13, p = n.s.) support
behaviors. The three-way interaction term also proved non-significant (F = 0.52, p = n.s.)
Hypothesis 4 focused on participant perceptions of the target supervisor in terms of
likeability, effectiveness, and desirability as a boss. Three ANOVAs were conducted, entering
scale scores for likeability, effectiveness, and desirability as a leader as the dependent variables.
Following the procedure outlined for Hypothesis 1, supervisor gender and presence of PSS
behavior were entered as fixed factors. The models were designed to test for main effects of each
of these independent variables as well as an interaction between supervisor gender and presence
of PSS behavior.
Hypothesis 4a predicted that the interaction between PSS behavior and gender would
predict the target supervisors’ likeability. Analyses revealed that the presence of PSS behavior
was significantly associated with likeability ratings (F = 453.38, p < 0.001). However, neither
supervisor gender (F = 1.24, p = n.s.) nor the interaction term (F = 0.01, p = n.s.) yielded
significant results. As such, Hypothesis 4a did not gain support.
Likewise, Hypothesis 4b expected that effectiveness would be predicted by the
interaction of PSS behavior and supervisor gender. The presence of PSS behavior was
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significantly associated with effectiveness ratings (F = 204.78, p < 0.001). Supervisor gender (F
= 0.77, p = n.s.) was not significantly related to effectiveness ratings. Additionally, as the
interaction term (F = 0.62, p = n.s.) failed to yield significant results, Hypothesis 4b was not
supported.
Finally, Hypothesis 4c predicted that desirability as a boss would be significantly
associated with the interaction of supervisor gender and PSS behavior. PSS behaviors were
significantly associated with desirability (F = 361.33, p < 0.001). Likewise, supervisor gender
was significantly associated with desirability as a boss (F = 4.40, p < 0.05), such that female
supervisors were rated as more desirable than male supervisors. However, the interaction of
supervisor gender and PSS behaviors in the ANOVA was not significantly associated with
desirability (F = 1.55, p = n.s.); thus, Hypothesis 4c failed to gain support.
As the interactions between supervisor gender and PSS behaviors were not found to be
significantly associated with likeability, effectiveness, nor desirability as a boss, Hypothesis 4
was not supported. To further examine the nature of the data, the three-way interaction of
support behaviors, participant gender, and supervisor gender predicted in Hypothesis 2 was
examined with the outcome variables of likeability, effectiveness, and desirability as a boss.
Regarding the outcome of likeability, the presence of PSS behaviors was significantly
associated with likeability ratings in this analysis (F = 414.09, p < 0.001). There was no
significant main effect associated with either participant (F =1.23, p = n.s.) or supervisor gender
(F = 1.53, p = n.s.). There was, however, a significant association between the interaction of PSS
behavior and participant gender and likeability ratings (F = 4.06, p < 0.05). As was the case in
past interactions of PSS behavior and participant gender, this interaction suggests that the
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likeability ratings provided by female participants were more influenced by the absence of PSS
behavior in the vignettes than were the ratings of male participants. This relationship is
illustrated in Figure 8. The interactions of participant and supervisor gender (F = 0.30, p = n.s.),
supervisor gender and PSS behavior (F = 0.01, p = n.s.), and the three-way interaction of PSS
behavior and participant and supervisor gender (F = 0.11, p = n.s.) failed to achieve significance.
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
PSS Absent
Male Participants

PSS Present
Female Participants

Figure 8: Estimated Marginal Means of the Interaction between Participant Gender and PSS
Behaviors predicting Likeability Ratings
As for effectiveness, the presence of PSS behavior once again was positively related to
ratings (F = 184.75, p < 0.001). Participant gender approached significance (F = 2.82, p < 0.1),
with male participants generally providing higher ratings than female participants. Neither
supervisor gender (F =1.12, p = n.s.) nor any of the interaction terms was significantly associated
with ratings of supervisor effectiveness.
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When desirability as a boss was examined, the presence of PSS behavior once again was
positively associated with ratings (F = 330.21, p < 0.001). Supervisor gender also returned a
significant result (F = 4.04, p < 0.05), representing that female supervisors were rated as more
desirable. Participant gender also approached significance (F = 2.70, p = .101), indicating that
male participants gave higher ratings than female participants on average. Further, the interaction
between participant gender and PSS behavior was significantly associated with desirability
ratings (F = 4.72, p < 0.05). Similar to past analyses, female participants provided harsher ratings
than male participants when PSS behaviors were absent. This interaction is depicted in Figure 9.
The interactions of participant and supervisor gender (F =0.24, p = n.s.) and PSS behavior and
supervisor gender (F =1.39, p = n.s.) were not significantly related to ratings of desirability as a
boss. Similarly, the three-way interaction of PSS behavior, participant gender, and supervisor
gender (F =0.59, p = n.s.) was not associated with desirability as a boss.
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Figure 9: Estimated Marginal Means of the Interaction between Participant Gender and PSS
Behaviors predicting Desirability Ratings
Although this construct was not explicitly linked to the hypotheses, there was interest in
examining participant scores on the Modern Sexism Scale (MSS). On a five-point Likert scale
wherein higher scores represent more sexist beliefs, the overall mean score of participants was
2.4 (SD = 0.7). An independent samples t-test revealed that male participants (M = 2.8, SD =
0.7) scored significantly higher than female participants (M = 2.2, SD = 0.7, t = 8.37, p < .001).
However, importantly, participants assigned to read about a male supervisor (M = 2.4, SD = 0.7)
did not significantly differ on MSS scores from those participants assigned to read about a
female supervisor (M = 2.5, SD = 0.8, t = 1.08, p = n.s.). As demonstrated in Table 1, MSS
scores were not found to correlate with PSS ratings or any of the outcome variables of interest.
This result was unexpected but, as this correlation matrix included participants from all
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conditions, it is possible that the presence of participants responding to male supervisors
obscured any effects of sexism on ratings of female supervisors. Thus, to further examine the
possible effects of sexism in the sample, the data file was split on the basis of supervisor gender
and correlations were conducted separately for ratings of male supervisors and female
supervisors. In both of these matrices, MSS scores failed to correlate significantly with any of
the other variables examined (e.g., instrumental PSS, emotional PSS, overall PSS, likeability,
effectiveness, or desirability). As MSS was uncorrelated with other variables of interest, no
further analyses were conducted with this measure.
The majority of this study’s hypotheses focused on comparing the presence of any
supervisor support behavior with the absence of any supervisor support behavior. As such, the
analyses described typically collapsed the expression of any PSS behavior (i.e., instrumental,
emotional, or both) into one category. However, since the study employed four distinct vignette
conditions (e.g., no PSS, instrumental PSS, emotional PSS, and instrumental and emotional
PSS), these analyses do not fully capture the richness of the data. In order to further examine the
nature of the data and begin to reconcile some of the findings described, the file was split
according to the four vignette conditions and independent samples t-tests were conducted to
examine differences in the outcome variables on the basis of supervisor gender. These tests
revealed no significant differences based on supervisor gender within three of the four vignette
conditions.
However, there were meaningful gender-based differences in the vignette condition
wherein the supervisor exhibited emotional support behaviors without accompanying
instrumental support behaviors. Specifically, female supervisors (M = 6.2, SD = 0.9) in this
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condition were rated as significantly more effective than males (M = 5.8, SD = 1.0; t = 2.30, p <
.05). Female supervisors exhibiting emotional PSS (M = 4.5, SD = 0.6) were also rated as
significantly more desirable as a boss than male supervisors (M = 4.1, SD = 0.9; t = 2.01, p <
.05). Scores on overall PSS (t = 1.84, p < .1) and the emotional subscale of PSS (t =1.86, p < .1)
also differed marginally significantly between male and female supervisors in this condition. In
both cases, female supervisors scored higher on these measures. For a complete list of means and
standard deviations across supervisor gender and vignette conditions, see Table 3.
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Table 3: Means and Standard Deviations of Outcome Variables

Instrumental PSS Emotional PSS Overall PSS Likeability Effectiveness Desirability
Condition
No PSS Behavior
Male Supervisor (n=45)
Female Supervisor (n=42)
Instrumental PSS Behavior
Male Supervisor (n=48)
Female Supervisor (n=47)
Emotional PSS Behavior
Male Supervisor (n=44)
Female Supervisor (n=42)
Instrumental & Emotional PSS
Male Supervisor (n=47)
Female Supervisor (n=43)
Overall (N=358)

2.4 (1.1)
2.7 (1.0)

2.3 (0.9)
2.4 (0.9)

2.4 (1.0)
2.5 (0.9)

3.1 (1.5)
3.2 (1.6)

4.2 (1.4)
4.2 (1.6)

2.0 (1.0)
2.4 (1.1)

4.1 (0.7)
4.3 (0.5)

3.9 (0.8)
3.9 (0.7)

4.0 (0.7)
4.1 (0.5)

6.0 (1.1)
6.1 (0.9)

5.9 (0.9)
6.2 (0.8)

4.1 (1.0)
4.2 (0.8)

4.1 (0.6)
4.3 (0.7)

3.9 (0.7)
4.2 (0.7)

4.0 (0.6)
4.2 (0.6)

6.1 (1.1)
6.4 (0.9)

5.8 (1.0)
6.2 (0.9)

4.1 (0.9)
4.5 (0.6)

4.3 (0.6)
4.3 (0.6)

4.1 (0.6)
4.0 (0.7)

4.2 (0.6)
4.1 (0.6)

6.1 (1.0)
6.3 (1.0)

6.2 (0.8)
6.1 (1.0)

4.4 (0.7)
4.3 (0.8)

3.8 (1.0)

3.6 (1.1)

3.7 (1.0)

5.4 (1.7)

5.6 (1.4)

3.8 (1.2)

Note. Ratings for Instrumental PSS, Emotional PSS, Overall PSS, and Desirability as a Boss were conducted on 5-point scales,
while ratings for Likeability and Effectiveness were on 7-point scales.
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As some analyses revealed unexpected main effects of participant gender on ratings,
there was interest in clarifying the nature of these results. The same protocol as above was
utilized with independent samples t-tests focused on differences as a result of participant gender.
As in the case of testing Hypothesis 2, three participants who described their gender identity as
‘Other’ were excluded from these analyses. There were no significant differences as a result of
participant gender in any of the vignette conditions wherein the supervisor exhibited supportive
behavior. However, in the condition where the supervisor failed to provide support, male
participants rated the target supervisor higher in instrumental support (t = 2.68, p <0.01) and
overall PSS (t = 2.40, p < 0.05), marginally higher in emotional support (t = 1.87, p < 0.1), and
marginally more desirable (t = 1.81, p < 0.1). No significant differences were found for
likeability (t = 1.33, p = n.s.) or effectiveness (t = 1.36, p = n.s.). Table 4 summarizes the
findings of both sets of independent samples t-tests.
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Table 4: Effects of Supervisor and Participant Gender across Conditions
Supervisor Gender

Participant Gender

Condition
No PSS Behavior

No effect

Male participants rated supervisors higher
on instrumental and overall PSS ratings,
and marginally higher on emotional PSS
and desirability.

Instrumental PSS Behavior

No effect

No effect

Female supervisors rated higher on
effectiveness, desirability, femininity, and
marginally higher on instrumental and
overall PSS ratings.

No effect

No effect

No effect

Emotional PSS Behavior

Instrumental & Emotional PSS

Note. This table summarizes the significant (p < .05) and marginally significant (p < .1) findings of independent samples t-tests
conducted in each vignette condition on outcome variables of instrumental PSS ratings, emotional PSS ratings, overall PSS
ratings, likeability, effectiveness, desirability, masculinity, and femininity.
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Finally, as the hypotheses were founded on an association between instrumental and
emotional PSS behaviors and gender stereotypes, results of the Bem Sex Role Inventory were
examined in relation to vignette conditions. Supervisors who engaged in emotional support only
were rated as significantly more feminine than those engaging in instrumental support only (t = 2.16, p < 0.05). Likewise, those engaging in instrumental support were viewed as more
masculine than those providing emotional support (t = 2.67, p < 0.01). These findings suggest
that participants associated emotional support with stereotypes of femininity, while instrumental
support was viewed as more masculine.
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CHAPTER FOUR: DISCUSSION
The goal of this study was to examine the relationship of instrumental and emotional
supervisor support with agentic and communal stereotypes. Given conceptual overlap in
definitions, it was expected that instrumental PSS would be more strongly associated with
masculine stereotypes while emotional PSS would be more closely linked with feminine
stereotypes. As supportive behaviors, and especially emotional support, are associated with
feminine norms, the hypotheses predicted that participants would expect female supervisors to
engage in supportive behaviors. By contrast, male supervisors engaging in support would be
viewed as exceeding expectations and would be rated more positively as a result. Vignettes were
drafted and piloted to exhibit male and female supervisors engaging in instrumental PSS,
emotional PSS, instrumental and emotional PSS, or no PSS. Participants were expected to rate
male supervisors engaging in supportive behavior more highly on PSS ratings, likeability,
effectiveness, and desirability, compared to equivalent female supervisors.
Overall, the results are largely inconsistent with the hypothesized relationships. Whereas
supervisor gender was expected to interact with the enactment of supportive behaviors to predict
ratings of PSS, likeability, effectiveness, and desirability in a way that advantaged male
supervisors, no such effect was identified. None of the interactions specified by the four
hypotheses gained support from the data. In fact, in the situations where supervisor gender was
predictive, it was female supervisors who received higher ratings.
There are a variety of possible explanations for the null findings. First, the sample size
may have been inadequate for identifying the specified relationships. The sample size for this
study was determined based on a power analysis anticipating a small-to-medium effect size. This
72

power analysis suggested that 351 participants would be needed which, after data cleaning, was
barely achieved. Further, it is possible that the true effect size is smaller than what was accounted
for in the power analysis. While many effects significant at the p < .1 level were described in this
paper, still others possessed p values ranging between .1 and .15. Although it is uncertain, it is
possible that more of the relationships examined would have been significant at the p < .05 level
had a slightly larger sample size been employed.
While a larger sample may have lent greater power to some of the effects, it cannot fully
explain the null findings. As the hypotheses were premised on the gendering of instrumental and
emotional supervisor support, it is foundational for this study that instrumental and emotional
support be separable in the minds of participants, in the scales employed to measure them, and in
the text utilized in the vignettes. The results of this study suggest that adequate distinction was
not made between the two facets of PSS. As discussed previously, mean instrumental PSS
ratings did not differ significantly between the instrumental-only and the emotional-only
conditions (t = 0.15, p = n.s.). The same is true of mean emotional PSS ratings in the emotionalonly and instrumental-only conditions (t = -1.22, p = n.s.). Although the vignettes were drafted
specifically to exhibit the definitions of instrumental and emotional PSS utilized by the
employed measures, these results suggest a failure to adequately differentiate between the
instrumental and emotional facets.
This is, perhaps, not surprising as meta-analytic findings demonstrate that instrumental
and emotional PSS are generally highly correlated in practice, with Mathieu et al. (2019)
reporting an average weighted correlation coefficient (corrected for unreliability in the dependent
and independent variables) of .73. Given relatively brief vignettes, participants may have been
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inclined to extrapolate additional information as they responded to scales. Although a participant
read about the target supervisor engaging in only instrumental support behaviors, for example,
she may have felt that the emotional support scale items encompassed sufficiently similar
behaviors that the described supervisor would be likely to engage in them as well. Across the
four vignette conditions of the present study, instrumental and emotional PSS ratings were
correlated at .86. While this correlation was slightly lower in the instrumental-only (r = .70, p <
.01) and emotional-only (r = .56, p < .01) conditions, it remained significant, positive, and
robust. This idea of insufficient discrimination between the types of supervisor support is further
supported by the fact that instrumental (t = .67, p = n.s.), emotional (t = 1.67, p = n.s.), and
overall PSS ratings (t = 1.3, p = n.s.). did not differ significantly between the condition
describing instrumental support only and that describing both instrumental and emotional
support. Likewise, there were no significant differences between the vignette describing only
emotional support and the vignette describing instrumental and emotional support in terms of
instrumental (t = .76, p = n.s.), emotional (t = .35, p = n.s.), or overall PSS ratings (t = .60, p =
n.s.). See Figure 7 for a depiction of the overall PSS ratings across vignette conditions. The
propensity for participants to equate instrumental and emotional support convoluted the findings.
Additionally, the use of a manipulation check may have influenced findings. Specifically,
all participants responded to an item reading, “The supervisor I read about today was…” with
response options of male or female. While this measure was included to ensure that the gender
manipulation was successful and that participants were aware of the gender of the target
supervisor, it may have also served to alert participants to the importance of gender to the study’s
hypotheses. After responding to this item, participants may have been aware that the study was
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focused on how leaders are perceived as a result of their gender and this may have induced a
social desirability effect, altering how participants thought about subsequent items. As
participants viewed all of the scales, with the exception of the instrumental PSS subscale, after
responding to the manipulation check, this social desirability bias would affect nearly all results.
There is some evidence to suggest that the manipulation check did alter participants’ responding
patterns. As discussed following the results of Hypothesis 3, supervisor gender was significantly
associated with instrumental PSS ratings, which were completed prior to the manipulation check,
but not with emotional PSS ratings, which were completed immediately following the
manipulation check. While this is far from conclusive evidence that the manipulation check
affected the findings, it does support this possibility. Of note, however, is that the relationship
between supervisor gender and instrumental support ratings favored female supervisors. Thus,
even if ratings were impacted by social desirability bias, the directionality of the hypothesized
relationships was unlikely to be supported.
Further, as this manipulation check only had two response options (e.g., male and
female), participants had a strong probability of answering the item correctly regardless of their
familiarity with the vignettes. Thus, it is possible that participants who failed to pay attention
while reading the vignettes were still included in the analyses. Participants who responded
carelessly and/or without a clear understanding of the vignettes could have obscured the findings
and made it more difficult to identify significant effects. The use of multiple manipulation
checks or combination of attention checks and manipulation checks could have aided in
addressing this issue.
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Finally, these findings could also have been impacted by the age of the participants
involved. As a result of sampling university students, participants were relatively young (M =
19.5, SD = 4.2). Given their youth, relatively little research exists on the degree to which
Generation Z ascribes to traditional gender roles and even less can be said regarding the impact
on workplace trends. There is evidence to suggest that gender stereotypes are becoming less
pronounced over time (Diekman & Eagly, 2000; Koenig et al., 2011; Powell et al., 2002), so it is
possible that a Generation Z sample would be less likely than older generations to equate
managerial roles with masculinity. However, there is also recent evidence suggesting that
university students rate instructors more positively when they believe the instructors are male as
opposed to female (Chávez & Mitchell, 2020; MacNell et al., 2015; Mitchell & Martin, 2018).
Ultimately, more research is needed to clarify how Generation Z is impacted by traditional
gender stereotypes and how their views will impact the workplace in years to come.
While this section has provided some possible explanations for the null findings of this
study, perhaps more interesting are the unexpected findings. Contrary to expectations, the data
revealed a main effect of supervisor gender that favored female supervisors. Whereas the present
hypotheses were based on theory that suggests that individuals engaging in schema-inconsistent
behavior are particularly salient and therefore likely to be rewarded (Hastie & Kumar, 1979;
Hemsley & Marmurek, 1982; Lord, 1985; O'Sullivan & Durso, 1984; Stangor & McMillan,
1992), there is also considerable support for the view that raters favor those who meet the
expectations of their gender role. Specifically, role congruity theory posits that individuals and
their behaviors are evaluated more positively when enactment of their social roles is congruent
with their gender role (Diekman, 2007; Stempel & Rigotti, 2018). Thus, although it was
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hypothesized that male leaders would be rewarded for ‘going above and beyond’ by engaging in
supportive supervision, they are, at some level, violating the norms associated with masculinity.
The female supervisors, on the other hand, are demonstrating role congruity through engaging in
support and are, thus, viewed especially positively.
Rather than favoring male supervisors who bucked gender norms, participants rated
female supervisors as significantly more effective and desirable than male supervisors when
engaging in only emotional support. This suggests that female supervisors were rewarded for
meeting the expectations associated with their gender. Indeed, when considering ratings of
female supervisors who engaged in instrumental support or emotional support, the emotionally
supportive female supervisors were rated as marginally more likeable (t = -1.69, p < 0.1) and
significantly more desirable (t = -2.05, p < 0.05). While the experimental design failed to
distinguish between instrumental and emotional support as successfully as desired, the overall
pattern of results still supports the basic contention that emotional PSS behaviors are viewed as
inherently feminine while instrumental behaviors are comparatively more androgynous or
masculine. Further, as discussed, supervisors engaging in emotional support were viewed as
significantly more feminine than those engaging in instrumental support (t = -2.16, p < 0.05) and
supervisors providing instrumental support were rated as more masculine than those providing
emotional support (t = 2.67, p < 0.01). All in all, these findings suggest that there is good reason
to believe that PSS and its facets are associated with gender stereotypes. However, contrary to
the hypotheses, it was female supervisors who benefitted from engaging in the stereotypically
feminine emotional support behaviors. Ultimately, this finding is in line with role congruity
theory.
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Regarding the main effect of participant gender on ratings, it is possible that women were
harsher judges because they have higher expectations for support from leaders. The research of
Vial and Napier (2018) suggested that, while leadership role stereotypes have become more
consistent with feminine role stereotypes over time, communal aspects of leadership are still
generally viewed as a nice, but non-essential, characteristic for leaders. Importantly, the authors
noted that male participants especially prioritized competence in leaders, to the detriment of
communal traits (Vial & Napier, 2018). Drawing on literature surrounding role definitions,
research suggests that helping behaviors are more likely to be viewed as required, in-role
behavior for women than men (Allen & Rush, 2001; Ehrhart & Godfrey, 2003; Ehrhart et al.,
2005; Heilman & Chen, 2005; Lovell et al., 1999; Vong et al., 2010). Although this research has
primarily focused on the helping OCB associated with individual contributor roles, it is possible
that these findings extend to supervisory roles. The fact that transformational leadership, which
emphasizes individualized consideration for subordinates, is more associated with female leaders
(Eagly et al., 2003; Embry et al., 2008; Vial & Napier, 2018) lends support to this notion.
Thus, it is possible that female participants were more likely than males to view
supervisor support as a sine qua non. Assuming that women may view supportive behaviors as
in-role for supervisors, female participants would view the supervisor who did not engage in
support as failing to meet the expectations of their role. Indeed, when each vignette condition
was examined separately, independent samples t-tests revealed significant differences in ratings
on the basis of participant gender in only the condition where no PSS behavior was exhibited.
Specifically, after reading a vignette in which the supervisor provided no support, male
participants rated the target supervisor higher in instrumental support, marginally higher in
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emotional support, higher in overall PSS, and marginally more desirable. Although no significant
differences were found for likeability or effectiveness, these findings still lend credence to the
idea that women may be more likely to view supportive behavior as a required part of
supervisory roles, regardless of supervisor gender.
This study undoubtedly suffered from limitations. As mentioned, the distinction made
between instrumental and emotional support likely could have been stronger. The study’s
generalizability was hindered by the sample’s youth just as the study’s power was hindered by
the sample’s size. The use of an explicit manipulation check may have also impacted the pattern
of responses. In addition to these limitations, the use of vignette methodology has its
shortcomings. Specifically, past authors have argued that ‘paper people’ provide participants
with significantly less information than they would have in real-world settings and also likely
make situations less salient (Heilman & Chen, 2005). When richer information is available,
individuals may be more or less likely to be influenced by gender (Johnson et al., 2008). Despite
these limitations, the study revealed a number of intriguing, unforeseen results.
These unexpected findings raise interesting questions for future researchers. For example,
this study introduces contention in the field of gender and helping research. Whereas past
research suggests that male individual contributors are more positively rewarded for helping
behavior than females (Heilman & Chen, 2005; Lovell et al., 1999), this study suggests that the
effect does not extend to supervisors engaging in helping behavior. Rather, female supervisors
were more viewed more positively for engaging in emotional support behavior. This could be
due to differential role definitions for individual contributors as compared to supervisors. It is
also possible that the emotional facet of PSS is so heavily gendered that male supervisors are
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punished for such behavior. However, more research is needed to elucidate the present findings
and examine possible moderators of the relationship between gender and helping, such as the
gender composition of the workplace or gender stereotypes associated with individual industries.
The findings regarding the effect of participant gender on ratings provide further
opportunities for future research. While the results support the view that women may view
supervisor support as a necessary, in-role behavior, this post-hoc explanation should not be
treated as fact. Instead, researchers should examine how participant gender and organizational
status affect role definitions. If women are indeed more likely to view supervisor support as inrole than men, this could have serious implications for the understanding of gender and
leadership. It would even aid in understanding the much-debated ‘feminine advantage’ in
leadership (Eagly, 2007; Eagly & Carli, 2003; Eagly et al., 2003; Paustian-Underdahl et al.,
2014). If women are more likely to view supportive behaviors as a required part of the job, it
could serve, in part, to explain why female leaders’ self-reports of efficacy are lower than men’s
while other-reports prefer women (Paustian-Underdahl et al., 2014). Perhaps women tend to
view leadership positions as larger and more demanding than men. Needless to say, however,
this is conjecture. More research is necessary to explicate the relationship between gender and
supervisory role definitions.

Conclusion
The goal of this study was to explore whether the enactment of supervisor support
behaviors was associated with gender stereotypes and, if so, how PSS interacted with gender to
predict a variety of outcomes. Based on past research, it was anticipated that instrumental
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support would be viewed as more masculine in nature while emotional support would be seen as
feminine. Further, the hypotheses called for an interaction between PSS behaviors and supervisor
gender that would favor male supervisors, especially among male participants.
In contrast with expectations, the study failed to establish any of the hypothesized
interaction effects. Further, while the pattern of results provide initial support for the differential
gendering of instrumental and emotional support, participants largely conflated the two in their
ratings, rendering comparisons on this point less effective. However, supervisor support, as a
whole, is still primarily aligned with the feminine role as ‘supporting’ is considered to be a
feminine managerial behavior (Atwater et al., 2004). While the study was unable to consider
supervisor support with the degree of nuance intended, it still successfully examined the impacts
of a feminine managerial behavior across supervisor genders. In doing so, it demonstrated a
preference for female supervisors engaging in emotional support behaviors when compared to
equivalent male supervisors.
Despite null findings in relation to the hypotheses, this study raises several interesting
questions. Future research should further examine the findings relative to participant gender to
determine whether female participants’ harsher ratings of supervisors not engaging in PSS are a
result of gender-based differences in role definitions. Further, this study provides initial support
for the differential gendering of instrumental and emotional support, but more research is
necessary to confirm this association and identify any boundary conditions or moderators. Such
studies could have serious implications in the field of leadership research.
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APPENDIX A: FULL VIGNETTE TEXTS
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Condition 1: Male Supervisor x Present Instrumental Support x Present Emotional Support
“You work full-time in a large organization for a supervisor named John. One day, you
are working hard to prepare everything for a presentation you are set to give with John at 8:00
the following morning. At noon, you receive a call from your apartment complex informing you
that the pipes in your upstairs neighbor’s apartment burst. Your apartment is flooded and you
need to return home immediately. You will need to inventory what has been damaged for
insurance purposes; this is likely to take several hours. You need to leave work for the rest of the
day even though you have not yet completed all of the work for tomorrow’s presentation.
Stressed by this unexpected turn of events, you explain the situation to John.
John is very understanding of your problem and listens patiently as you vent your
frustration. He kindly offers words of encouragement and asks if you have a roommate or family
member who could help out at your apartment. When you explain that you don’t, John tells you
that he will finish preparing for the presentation without you. If you can come into work early the
following morning, he will catch you up to speed so you can still contribute meaningfully during
the presentation. The next morning, he makes a point of checking in with you to see how you’re
doing. That’s the way John is.”

Condition 2: Male Supervisor x Present Instrumental Support x Absent Emotional Support
“You work full-time in a large organization for a supervisor named John. One day, you
are working hard to prepare everything for a presentation you are set to give with John at 8:00
the following morning. At noon, you receive a call from your apartment complex informing you
that the pipes in your upstairs neighbor’s apartment burst. Your apartment is flooded and you
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need to return home immediately. You will need to inventory what has been damaged for
insurance purposes; this is likely to take several hours. You need to leave work for the rest of the
day even though you have not yet completed all of the work for tomorrow’s presentation.
Stressed by this unexpected turn of events, you explain the situation to John.
John tells you that he will finish preparing for the presentation without you. If you can
come into work early the following morning, he will catch you up to speed so you can still
contribute meaningfully during the presentation. That’s the way John is.”

Condition 3: Male Supervisor x Absent Instrumental Support x Present Emotional Support
“You work full-time in a large organization for a supervisor named John. One day, you
are working hard to prepare everything for a presentation you are set to give with John at 8:00
the following morning. At noon, you receive a call from your apartment complex informing you
that the pipes in your upstairs neighbor’s apartment burst. Your apartment is flooded and you
need to return home immediately. You will need to inventory what has been damaged for
insurance purposes; this is likely to take several hours. You need to leave work for the rest of the
day even though you have not yet completed all of the work for tomorrow’s presentation.
Stressed by this unexpected turn of events, you explain the situation to John.
John is very understanding of your problem and listens patiently as you vent your
frustration. He kindly offers words of encouragement and asks if you have a roommate or family
member who could help out at your apartment. He tells you not to worry about the presentation
as it can be rescheduled. The next morning, he makes a point of checking in with you to see how
you’re doing. That’s the way John is.”
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Condition 4: Male Supervisor x Absent Instrumental Support x Absent Emotional Support
“You work full-time in a large organization for a supervisor named John. One day, you
are working hard to prepare everything for a presentation you are set to give with John at 8:00
the following morning. At noon, you receive a call from your apartment complex informing you
that the pipes in your upstairs neighbor’s apartment burst. Your apartment is flooded and you
need to return home immediately. You will need to inventory what has been damaged for
insurance purposes; this is likely to take several hours. You need to leave work for the rest of the
day even though you have not yet completed all of the work for tomorrow’s presentation.
Stressed by this unexpected turn of events, you explain the situation to John.
John reminds you that the presentation is at 8:00 the following morning. He says that if
you need to leave this afternoon, you should come in early tomorrow to ensure everything is
ready for the presentation. That’s the way John is.”

Condition 5: Female Supervisor x Present Instrumental Support x Present Emotional Support
“You work full-time in a large organization for a supervisor named Jennifer. One day,
you are working hard to prepare everything for a presentation you are set to give with Jennifer at
8:00 the following morning. At noon, you receive a call from your apartment complex informing
you that the pipes in your upstairs neighbor’s apartment burst. Your apartment is flooded and
you need to return home immediately. You will need to inventory what has been damaged for
insurance purposes; this is likely to take several hours. You need to leave work for the rest of the
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day even though you have not yet completed all of the work for tomorrow’s presentation.
Stressed by this unexpected turn of events, you explain the situation to Jennifer.
Jennifer is very understanding of your problem and listens patiently as you vent your
frustration. She kindly offers words of encouragement and asks if you have a roommate or
family member who could help out at your apartment. When you explain that you don’t, Jennifer
tells you that she will finish preparing for the presentation without you. If you can come into
work early the following morning, she will catch you up to speed so you can still contribute
meaningfully during the presentation. The next morning, she makes a point of checking in with
you to see how you’re doing. That’s the way Jennifer is.”

Condition 6: Female Supervisor x Present Instrumental Support x Absent Emotional Support
“You work full-time in a large organization for a supervisor named Jennifer. One day,
you are working hard to prepare everything for a presentation you are set to give with Jennifer at
8:00 the following morning. At noon, you receive a call from your apartment complex informing
you that the pipes in your upstairs neighbor’s apartment burst. Your apartment is flooded and
you need to return home immediately. You will need to inventory what has been damaged for
insurance purposes; this is likely to take several hours. You need to leave work for the rest of the
day even though you have not yet completed all of the work for tomorrow’s presentation.
Stressed by this unexpected turn of events, you explain the situation to Jennifer.
Jennifer tells you that she will finish preparing for the presentation without you. If you
can come into work early the following morning, she will catch you up to speed so you can still
contribute meaningfully during the presentation. That’s the way Jennifer is.”
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Condition 7: Female Supervisor x Absent Instrumental Support x Present Emotional Support
“You work full-time in a large organization for a supervisor named Jennifer. One day,
you are working hard to prepare everything for a presentation you are set to give with Jennifer at
8:00 the following morning. At noon, you receive a call from your apartment complex informing
you that the pipes in your upstairs neighbor’s apartment burst. Your apartment is flooded and
you need to return home immediately. You will need to inventory what has been damaged for
insurance purposes; this is likely to take several hours. You need to leave work for the rest of the
day even though you have not yet completed all of the work for tomorrow’s presentation.
Stressed by this unexpected turn of events, you explain the situation to Jennifer.
Jennifer is very understanding of your problem and listens patiently as you vent your
frustration. She kindly offers words of encouragement and asks if you have a roommate or
family member who could help out at your apartment. She tells you not to worry about the
presentation as it can be rescheduled. The next morning, she makes a point of checking in with
you to see how you’re doing. That’s the way Jennifer is.”

Condition 8: Female Supervisor x Absent Instrumental Support x Absent Emotional Support
“You work full-time in a large organization for a supervisor named Jennifer. One day,
you are working hard to prepare everything for a presentation you are set to give with Jennifer at
8:00 the following morning. At noon, you receive a call from your apartment complex informing
you that the pipes in your upstairs neighbor’s apartment burst. Your apartment is flooded and
you need to return home immediately. You will need to inventory what has been damaged for
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insurance purposes; this is likely to take several hours. You need to leave work for the rest of the
day even though you have not yet completed all of the work for tomorrow’s presentation.
Stressed by this unexpected turn of events, you explain the situation to Jennifer.
Jennifer reminds you that the presentation is at 8:00 the following morning. She says that
if you need to leave this afternoon, you should come in early tomorrow to ensure everything is
ready for the presentation. That’s the way Jennifer is.”
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APPENDIX B: IRB EXEMPT APPROVAL FOR DATA COLLECTION
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